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|241 (ID) we blijven daarin hangen zeg jij, nou dan zeg ik nou 
dat zie jij zo maar ik beleef dat niet zo ik probeer 
steeds opnieuw de dingen bespreekbaar te maken, en ik | 
ja dat't nog niet zo geweldig lukt dat is jammer maar 
ik probeer't wel....eigelijk zoals ik't nu probeer te 
maken wat (tl8) er in mij omgaat naar jou zonder-
zonder 't allemaal bij jou te leggen, ik probeer 't bij| 
mezelf te houden, wat'r met mij gebeurt ook als 
ik kwaad op jou ben probeer ik tegen jou te zeggen heh 
ik ben nie ik ben niet kwaad op je kwaadheid is van| 
mij..omdat ik nou en daar komt nou die irritatie 
die kwaadheid vandaan en dan wil ik niet teveel naar 
jouw gedrag kijken van dat komt nou bijvoorbeeld omdat 
jij apart gaat slapen, heh?...dat eh ja da's heel 
makkelijk, ik kan da'makkelijk kwaad om worden, van 
jans die gaat apart liggen, godverdomme wat lullig zeg 
nou da's heel makkelijk om daar in te schieten en dan 
ga je verw mekaar verwijten heh dus ik probeer <IN> 
bij mezelf stil te staan van," wat betekent't nou voor 
mij dat jij apart gaat slapen, nou dan kom ik erachter 
dat ik dat helemaal niet leuk vin...of nou op zich 
op zich (tl9) is't helemaal niet gek als mensen apart 
gaan slapen, MAAR wat betekent't voor mij, nou dat 
betekent dat ik alleen lig..vind ik niet leuk gewoon 
slapen, ik kan je alleen tegen jou zeggen dat ik't 
rot vin...da'к je niet bij me heb want ik wil graag met| 
z'n tweejen slapen eindelijk dan is m'n agressie ook 
weg 
|242 (v)..hmhra 
SCHAAP Ь KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg.l32)| 
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ABSTRACT 
The present study investigated the communication of couples as 
a function of marital adjustment and 'clinic' status during a 
habituation period and a Marital Problem Discussion in a labora-
tory setting. 
Therapists of different psychotherapeutic persuasions are unan-
imous in according effective communication a crucial role in 
reaching satisfaction in marital and family relationships. They 
attach importance to general communication skills, active listen-
ing, and communication sender skills. 
Researchers using self-report measures conclude likewise that 
efficient communication is associated with the sending of clear, 
unambiguous messages; with active listening and evidence that the 
message is heard; with the expression of respect and caring; and, 
with an accurate interpretation of what the spouse has meant. 
These findings were replicated in studies using behavioral-
observational methods. 
A literature survey of studies investigating differences in 
communication between distressed and nondistressed married couples 
in a laboratory setting using behavioral-observational methods 
report the following variables to be effective discriminators 
between the groups: nonverbal communication in general; a negative 
emotional atmosphere (or affect); negative impact; negative verbal 
codes (Put Down, Criticize, Disagree); the presence of a status 
struggle; the ratio of agreement to disagreement; responsiveness 
(assent and acknowledgement); and, the sequential patterns of 
'validation' (problem describing followed by agreement) and 'con-
tracting' (problem solving followed by agreement). 
The present study intended to contribute to an appropriate 
methodology for investigating the actual interactions of dis-
tressed and nondistressed couples, and to throw some light on 
unreplicated and contradictory findings reported in the litera-
ture. 
Attributes for the present study include: (1) the use of a con-
vergent measure for identifying distressed and nondistressed mar-
ried couples, (2) inclusion of the 'in between' group of couples, 
(3) homogeneity of the couples with regard to demographic vari-
ables, (4) inclusion of a neutral habituation phase, (5) an obser-
vation period, appreciably longer than is usual in this type of 
research, (6) a check on the stress/anxiety, generated by the 
laboratory setting, (7) verbatim transcription of the verbal and 
paralinguistic features of the interactions, (8) separate coding 
of verbal and nonverbal channels in communication, (9) frequential 
and sequential analysis, and (10) information on the experience of 
the participants during the taped interaction. 
Participants in the experiment were nine distressed, nine non-
distressed, and nine 'in between' couples (called 'conflict'). 
Two criteria were used in forming the distressed, nondistressed, 
and conflict groups: (1) the spouses' scores on a number of mari-
tal adjustment scales, and (2) their 'clinic' status, i.e., their 
asking explicitly for marital therapy. 
Videotapes were made of the couples talking about the time they 
first met and the first years of their marriage, and of a Marital 
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Problem Discussion. Verbatim transcripts were made of the video-
tapes and these were stored on computer-disk. Coders were trained 
in the use of speech disturbances and the Marital Interaction Cod-
ing System, in coding the couples' verbal communication (content), 
and in the use of the Affect Code of the Couples' Interaction 
Scoring System (CISS) in coding their nonverbal communication 
(affect). No observers coded the same material for content and 
affect; they were also unaware of the distress-nondistress status 
of the couples. 
Because of the small number of subjects in each group, the 
'abnormal' distributive characteristics and failing homogeneity of 
variance, the data were examined frequentially by means of non-
parametric statistics. For the sequential analysis the Lag 
Sequential Method was used (SACKETT, 1978; GOTTMAN, 1979). 
The results demonstrated no effect of stress/anxiety in func-
tion of adjustment status. Analyses of pauses and output rate 
showed that the conflict couples had the most heated discussion, 
the distressed couples the flattest. Further, nondistressed and 
distressed couples could be discriminated with both verbal and 
nonverbal codes during both The Habituation Phase and the Marital 
Problem Discussion. Nondistressed and conflict couples could be 
discriminated with the verbal and nonverbal codes during the Mari-
tal Problem Discussion, but only with the verbal codes during the 
Habituation Phase. 
The best discriminatory negative verbal codes were: Command, 
Disagree, Put Down, and Deny Responsibility; the best positive 
verbal codes were Agree, Approve, Assent, Humor, and Laugh. No 
differences between the groups with regard to problem solving 
behavior (Positive Solution, Negative Solution, Compromise) were 
observed. The ratio of agreement to disagreement also discrim-
inated strongly between the groups. Negative affect discriminated 
better between the groups than positive affect. 
Sequential analyses demonstrated the existence of the following 
sequences (or 'interacts'): 'validation' sequences (problem 
description followed by consenting); 'contracting' sequences 
(problem solution followed by consenting); 'no deal'-sequences 
(problem solution followed by either dissenting or interrupting); 
'yes-dear' sequences (nagging followed by consenting); and, 'coun-
terproposals' (problem description followed by problem descrip-
tion) . This last sequence was only observed in the interaction of 
distressed and conflict husbands. Interesting was the fact that, 
although the baserete of problem solution did not discriminate 
between the groups, the response towards this category certainly 
did. 
Analyses between content codes and consequent affect, demon-
strated the validity of our categorization scheme. 
The only incidence where we did find support for reciprocity, 
as defined by PATTERSON & REID (1970), was in the results on 
'simultaneity-based' reciprocity. The operationalisation of this 
form of reciprocity is the simultaneity of positive, neutral, and 
negative affect of both partners within a couple. The different 
forms of contingency-based reciprocity (affect-affect, content-
content, affect-content, content-affect) revealed inconsistent 
results. We suggested that researchers distinguish in the future 
between three types of reciprocity, i.e., 'simultaneity-based', 
'baserate-based', and 'contingency-based' reciprocity. This means, 
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essentially, the importance of the dimension of time. Furthermore, 
in each type we have further to take into account the channel 
(verbal or content, versus nonverbal or affect), and the impact of 
verbal and nonverbal messages (positive, neutral, negative). 
A high positive, neutral, and negative reciprocity on the 
affect level is indicative of a nondistressed relationship between 
the participants. 
Negative reciprocity (with regard to all types of reciprocity) 
is characteristic of the conflict couples, and by the same token, 
indicative of a 'heated' discussion, as is verbal positive 
reciprocity. We find positive reciprocity for the nondistressed 
couples in baserate-based and simultaneity based reciprocity for 
affect. Furthermore, we find negative reciprocity for both con-
flict and nondistressed couples for MICS-MICS (nondistressed hus-
band only), MICS-AC, AC-AC, and AC-MICS-reciprocity. 
Analyses of the interactions, based on point-graphs -- the 
affective quality of the interaction was plotted cumulatively --
revealed the existence of six distinctive styles of interaction. 
On the basis of the agreement/disagreement-ratios, the positive 
and negative affect, and the marital adjustment ratings of the 
particular couples showing the graphs, they could be rank-ordered 
from most positive to most negative. Of particular interest were 
the two non-parallel styles, 'neutral-positive' and 'neutral-
negative'. All 'neutral-positive' wives showed graphs that were 
more negative than those of their husbands. In the 'neutral-
negative' style, one partner tended to remain neutral, whereas the 
spouse showed a very negative graph. Implications for therapy 
were discussed. 
Analyses of the Commenting Task demonstrated the importance of 
the face as affective channel in communication (eyes, 
(in)attention, gaze) and a relatively negative impact of 'tense' 
behaviors (fumbling, tense posture) for the distressed and con-
flict groups. The analyses futher revealed that distressed couples 
commented most, that husbands commented more than their wives, and 
that both distressed and, in particular, conflict couples were 
more negative than the nondistressed spouses. 
In the final chapter, the results were summarized, and the con-
cept of reciprocity and implications for clinical practice were 
discussed. The following methodological issues were also dis-
cussed: the coding scheme, validity, problems in the design of 
marital observation studies, and problems in sequential analysis. 
We ended the discussion with some recommendations for future 
research. 
+ - - - + 
+ 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
During the last two or three decades, we have witnessed a 
tremendous growth in the application of psychotherapeutic treat­
ment to (individuals within) naturalistic groups ranging from mar­
ried or cohabitating dyads to groups of families. These methods 
have evolved from a growing awareness amongst clinical practition­
ers that the (psycho)somatic complaints and feelings of discomfort 
experienced by individuals are often related to their functioning 
within a naturalistip group, or -- as some would formulate it --
are a sign of the malfunctioning of these groups, or -- again --
are controlled by these groups. 
It is the aim of this dissertation to contribute to the evalua­
tion and improvement of these forms of psychotherapy. This will be 
done, notably, by studying the observable and codable interaction 
of married couples. The emphasis on behavioral-observational 
methods is, in my opinion, much needed in a field where concepts 
flourish which indeed are appealing -- and are unmistakably useful 
in structuring the therapist's thinking -- but often lack identif­
iable referents. 
The idea for our investigation, and its subject, originated 
from a critical review of studies evaluating the effectiveness of 
communication training and behavioral marital therapy (VAN DEN 
HEUVEL & SCHAAP, 1979). Implicit in these studies is a notion of 
what should constitute a 'good' or 'effective' relationship. One 
of our deductions in the review was that insights into the charac­
teristics of 'good' versus 'ineffective' interaction might provide 
valuable information that could be used for setting up programs 
for the psychotherapeutic treatment of (individuals in) these 
groups, and for evaluating these programs. 
This idea is certainly not novel. A thorough search in the 
literature revealed the existence of at least 26 studies investi­
gating differences in the verbal and nonverbal interaction between 
distressed and nondistressed married couples. Nevertheless, it 
was decided to add yet another study to this amount for a number 
of reasons, which will be explicated presently. 
First of all, instead of studying the interaction of only dis­
tressed and nondistressed couples, as has been done in the other 
investigations, it was felt that more information on the charac­
teristic interaction patterns of (non)distressed couples might be 
obtained by including also the interaction data of the in 
between'- group (called 'conflict'). This group consists of cou­
ples of which both partners are satisfied with the relationship 
but ask for marital counseling ('clinic'), as well as of couples 
of which one spouse is satisfied and his/her partner dissatisfied 
with the relationship. It is clear that there is a conflict 
present here. Because of this, it seemed (a priori) sensible to 
include an analysis of this group in the present investigation. 
The more so, because it is a type of couple that the clinician is 
likely to encounter. 
Secondly, the literature (1) suggests that couples tend to 
(1) BOELENS, EMMELKAMP, MARKVOORT Ь MACGILLAVRAY (1980); BOELENS, 
JANSEN, MARKVOORT & NIJENHUIS (1977); VAN DEN EIJNDEN, HANDELE 
& MEEUWISSE (1978); 
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'suppress' negative behaviors if not given enough time to adapt to 
the experimental situation. Therefore, it was decided to include a 
habituation phase, which had to be long enough to allow the couple 
to adjust to the experimental setting. At the same time, this 
gives the researcher some indication of the effect of the level of 
conflict on the behavior of the couples. Moreover, it was decided 
to tape and analyze a period of interaction that was appreciably 
longer than is usual in this type of research. Pilot work and 
recent publications suggest that the length of the observation 
period affects the findings (GOTTMAN, 1979). 
Thirdly, one might assume that having to discuss their main 
marital problems in front of a camera would result in more stress, 
anxiety, or tension for the distressed couples. This increased 
stress or anxiety could result in an increase in 'aversive' 
behaviors. It was therefore decided to check the stress or anx-
iety generated by the situation using the 'non-fluencies' in 
speech. Furthermore, other paralinguistic characteristics of 
speech (e.g., sighing, groaning, etc.), apriori considered to be 
indicators of this tension, were also coded. To facilitate the 
coding of the non-fluencies (or speech disturbances) and those 
paralinguistic characteristics, and to increase the reliability, 
it was decided to transcribe the interactions verbatim. 
A fourth change, effectuated in our investigation, was the 
independent coding of verbal and nonverbal communication. The 
Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS), developed by HOPS, 
WILLS, PATTERSON & WEISS (1971), was used in this study. This 
system is used most often by researchers in the field. It was 
specifically designed from a social learning perspective, to code 
the behavior of couples in a conflict resolution situation. How-
ever, since the MICS does not code verbal and nonverbal communica-
tion independently -- in particular the nonverbal channel discrim-
inates strongly between distressed and nondistressed couples, as 
we will see in Chapter II -- it was decided to drop the nonverbal 
codes of the MICS, and code the nonverbal channel continuously, 
using the 'verbal codes of the MICS and the 'nonverbal' codes (or 
Affect Code) of the Couples' Interaction Scoring System (CISS), 
which was developed by GOTTMAN (1979) and his associates. This 
method does not only facilitate sequential analysis, as will 
become clear in Chapters II and IV, but also enables the 
researcher to check empirically the degree of 'aversiveness' of 
specific verbal codes. 
Fifth, in the majority of the studies reviewed in Chapter II 
the data were subjected to frequential analysis. The study 
presented here emphasizes sequential analysis ('lag sequential 
method') as the method to analyze interaction data. We hereby 
assume that communication occurs if A's behavior influences the 
probability of B's behavior. In viewing communication in such a 
way, the analysis of the sequential aspects in interaction is 
important. The more so, because with the notable exception of the 
Max-Planck-Group (HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER, REVENSTORF, and associates) 
untili recently no sequential analyses were reported in the 
literature concerning studies in which the MICS has been used to 
describe and analyze marital interaction. 
Finally, a number of authors (e.g., MURPHY & MENDELSON, 1975; 
CLICK & GROSS, 1975) emphasize the need to complement the 
behavioral-observational method with insights on how the 
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participants in interaction evaluate their partner's behavior 
('impact'). This, because the way in which the sender's behavior 
(signal) is perceived by the receiver (message) will influence the 
probability of his/her consequent behavior. A number of methods 
for acquiring this information are reported in the literature. In 
the present study this was done by having the couples comment on 
the nonverbal facets of their spouses behavior, after the taping 
was completed (2). 
Chapter I summarizes the main theoretical approaches by which 
the author is guided and addresses the issues of couple communica-
tion and marital adjustment, which form the subject matter of this 
dissertation. In the final section of this chapter, the 
reciprocity-coercion hypothesis of PATTERSON & REID (1970) is 
described. 
Chapter II deals with a description of the approaches commonly 
used in studying marital interaction and the substantive findings 
they have generated thus far. This chapter includes a critical 
review of the studies on the interaction of distressed and nondis-
tressed married couples using the behavioral-observational method. 
The interested reader will find a more extensive description and 
review of these studies in SCHAAP & ROMIJN (1982). 
Chapter III summarizes the method used in this study: how the 
subjects were selected and what their demographic characteristics 
were; the instruments used; the apparatus; the procedure; the for-
mation of the distressed, nondistressed, and 'in between' groups; 
and, the analysis of the verbal and nonverbal communication. 
Chapter IV describes in more detail and also illustrates how 
the verbal and nonverbal taped communications and spouses' com-
ments were broken down into units. The chapter further describes 
how these units were categorized. This was done in order to com-
pare the groups in terms of frequency and sequence of the units. 
In Chapter V the results of the frequential analysis are 
presented. Chapter VI presents the results of the sequential 
analysis. For a more extensive presentation of the results of the 
sequential analysis, the reader may be referred to SCHAAP & 
DRIESSEN (1982). Chapters V and VI contain the more 'technical' 
and 'quantitative' results. In contrast. Chapter VII emphasizes 
the 'clinical' results, i.e., the analyses of the interaction 
styles and the comments of the spouses. These results are of a 
more qualitative nature and of more relevance to the practitioner. 
A more extensive description and analysis of the Commenting Task 
is given by SCHAAP, MENCKE & VAN DER LIPPE (1982). For a more 
extensive description of the construction, analysis and interpre-
tation of the point graphs depicting styles of marital interac-
tion, the reader is referred to SCHAAP, KLEIN HESSELINK & DRIESSEN 
(2) In a recent international symposium on marital interaction 
(JACOBSON & HAHLWEG, in press) the need to include 'cognitive' 
and 'strategic' approaches in Behavioral Marital Therapy (BMT) 
was repeatedly emphasized. One of the ways of identifying the 
'thoughts', 'cognitions', or 'self-instructions' suggested was 
having the spouses "...think out loud..." (SCHINDLER, in 
press). The Commenting Task would be a first step in such an 
approach. 
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(1982). 
The last chapter contains the discussion, sectioned in: a 
review of the results of our investigation, clinical implications 
of this study; and, finally, some methodological and theoretical 
issues. 
+ + 
|431 (v) dan weet ik niet eh wat je nou precies voelt of dat je 
alleen maar moe bent of zo maar dan-...dan vind ik op 
zo'η moment dan eh <KUCHT> komt't d'r eigelijk niet 
zo goed uit (t27) weet je wel en dan zou ik op zo'n 
moment willen dat je..ja eigelijk zou zeggen van ja dan| 
ben ik gewoon moe, verder helemaal niks maar dan-..dan 
komt't d'r niet duidelijk uit maar dan krijg ik toch 
wel een beetje..zo't gevoel van onbehagen heh? 
¡432 (m) ja <KUCHT> ja d-dan wil jij d'r maar praten en eh nou 
eh en ik weet 
|433 (ms) niet (vs) ja 
|434 (m) dat je-dat je waar aan kunt voelen en eh 
¡435 (ν) nee 
|436 (m) ja 
|437 (v)...ja dan denk ik op zo'n moment wil ik dan ook 
eigelijk 
|438 (m) zeggen hoe't zit? 
¡439 (v) ja 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg. 85) 
+ - + 
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I. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
Although the study presented in this dissertation is explora-
tive and does not test hypotheses derived from theory, the 
theoretical 'bias' will be explicated. The paragraphs to follow 
will be devoted to a discussion of the main theoretical issues in 
this dissertation: social learning theory, couple communication, 
and marital adjustment. The last section describes the 
reciprocity-coercion hypothesis, which was formulated by PATTERSON 
& REID (1970), on the basis of social learning principles. 
1.1. Social Learning Theory. 
The writer's thinking is mainly quided by the social learning 
approach. The social learning framework may be construed as a 
bridge between the behavioristic, notably Skinnerian, approach and 
the psychodynamic stream of thought. BOLLARD & MILLER (1950) and 
MOWRER (1950) earn the credit for preparing the blue-print for the 
bridge which we now associate notably with the names of ROTTER and 
BANDURA. 
In a nutshell, the psychodynamic approach accords supremacy to 
intra-personal determinants -- needs, longings, strivings, frus-
trations, emotional blocks -- notably those below one's level of 
awareness, which have their origin in early childhood life. The 
behavioristic approach, while not denying one's history, stresses 
the here and now, and highlights the role of situational-
environmental forces, and stimulus-response bonds and accords 
supremacy to direct reinforcement. BOLLARD & MILLER (1950) have 
demonstrated that the dynamic and behavioral approaches are not as 
irreconcilable or as far apart as was then thought. By succeeding 
in casting neurotic behavior in learning theory terms, MOWRER 
(1950) has not only provided independent affirmation of the views 
of MILLER and DOLLARO but his study also served as a concrete 
demonstration of the feasibility and fruitfulness of a rapproche-
ment between the behavioristic and dynamic approaches. 
As social learning theorists of today see it, man is no island 
in himself; he lives in a social context. He is reactive to the 
pulls and pushes from within and without but, at once, proactive. 
Social learning theorists accord direct reinforcement considerable 
attention, but also upstage the importance of vicarious reinforce-
ment. Further, given the fact that each individual possesses a 
combination of needs, abilities, and response tendencies that dis-
tinguishes him from others, social learning theorists argue that 
one must find out the following: what, for a particular indivi-
dual, is and is not reinforcing; the value he attaches to given 
reinforcement; the magnitude of his expectancy that a reinforce-
ment will be forthcoming; and, his awareness of its source and the 
cost one has to pay for attaining it. Thus, the cognitions, inner 
determinants, and idiosyncratic factors so close to the heart of 
the psychodynamic theorist are specified, named and often opera-
tionalized by the social learning theorists and are brought to 
bear on the factors that behaviorists consider essential, yet 
within a framework that accentuates the observable. This 
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articulation we now call social learning theory (BANDURA, 1969; 
ROTTER, CHANCE & PHARES, 19 72). 
The field of marital interaction is just beginning to reap the 
fruits of the rapprochement of social learning theory. It has not 
developed on its own yet; it remains mainly a pragmatic, data-
bound approach without as yet clear theoretical parentage. Thus 
one still encounters within the context of one study explanatory 
streams that draw on the psychoanalyst ACKERMAN, on SKINNER's 
views on verbal behavior, on the social psychologist GOFFMAN, and 
on the sociologists BLAU and HOMANS without apparent awareness 
that the reporter of the study had introduced it as falling within 
the boundaries of one of these streams (e.g., GOLDSTEIN, 1970). 
Clearly, the likes of BANDURA and ROTTER have not emerged in 
the family interaction literature. However, one can rather easily 
see a movement in the direction of these pioneers. For example, 
the principles of reinforcement or reward are central in much con-
temporary work in family research as well as treatment not only 
among clinical psychologists who identify themselves as behavior 
therapists but those with other persuasions as well including, 
significantly, social psychologists (e.g., GOFFMAN, 1961) and the 
social exchange theorists (e.g., HOMANS, 1961; THIBAUT & KELLEY, 
1959) or equity theorists (WALSTER, WALSTER & BERSCHEID, 1978; 
HATFIELD, UTNE & TRAUPMANN, 1979). 
The functions and goals of the interaction of couples are also 
widely stressed. Further, students of marital interaction 
emphasize the dynamic quality of the exchange within couples and 
the subtle influence of nonverbal behavior which, not infre-
quently, betrays the falsity of what is verbally being uttered or 
modulates its impact and presumed intent. The emphasis which fam-
ily interaction workers lay on the significance of the context in 
making sense of the interaction also reflects their affinity to 
social learning theory. That social learning serves as a point of 
departure for many, including this author, and a framework for 
guiding the research direction can not be doubted. It is equally 
true that one is often compelled to stray away from the path 
because two interacting people are both distinct individualities 
and at once one organism, a unit that transcends its parts, a sys-
tem in itself that cannot be reduced to a summation of the 
spouses's outputs. To get at this 'whole' (1) we shall have to 
(1) The communication-analytic approach, or systems approach, or 
pragmatic approach (WATZLAWICK, BEAVIN & JACKSON, 1968) is a 
general orientation that sees man as an integrated whole rath-
er than as a product of isolated components or a set of iso-
lated functions. Communication is seen as persons interacting 
through messages rather than as individuals functioning under 
their own autonomous power. Although the ideas of systems 
theory may seem rather abstract, they do have far-reaching and 
quite specific implications. The perspective is a necessary 
counterbalance against the 'individualistic' approach of the 
more traditional theoretical perspectives. Although the com-
municational analytic approach has exerted an enormous influ-
ence on the practice of marital and family therapy, and 
although it has stimulated a lot of research, it encounters 
problems in the operaiionalization and reliability of its (ap-
pealing) concepts. For instance, the research on the 'double-
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depart from the boundaries of social learning theory without, how-
ever, violating its basic tenets which dictate attention to what 
goes on within and in the immediate surrounding of the interac-
tants, and avoidance of inferential jumps which lack objectively 
identifiable referents. 
1.2. Couple Communication. 
Human communication (or interaction), the wide field in which 
the subject matter of this dissertation is located, commands the 
active attention of many disciplines (e.g., philosophers, 
linguists, political scientists, anthropologists, sociologists, 
psychiatrists, as well as psychologists). Lacking a unified theory 
of communication, an area so widely shared is necessarily chaotic 
and confusing. Each discipline brings into it a set of assump-
tions, a perspective, a tradition that one frequently finds at 
odds with one another if not irreconcilable. The extent of the 
confusion is perhaps well reflected in the fact that, according to 
DANCE (1967), 95 different definitions of communication are in 
existence. 
Not all sounds or movements (called 'signals') are communica-
tive messages. Only those signals are communicative messages which 
are accorded significance by sender, receiver or observer (FISHER, 
1978). Variously phrased, a signal becomes a message when one 
identifies a function, a goal, which it serves. Looked upon from 
the perspective of the sender, the signal is a message when he/she 
had intended it to communicate something (the so-called encoding 
approach). To the receiver, the signal becomes a message when it 
happens to have an effect on him/her, whether that was the effect 
intended by the sender or not (decoding approach). Researchers of 
family communication in the operant tradition stress the receiver, 
though many, notably therapists, do attend to both receiver and 
sender, recognizing the 'binding function of communication which 
the etymology of the term clearly reflects. If I would have to 
commit myself to a definition of communication, it would certainly 
include: that a behavior has communicative value in a social sense 
if it reduces uncertainty in the behavior of another organism. 
This reduction in uncertainty is assessed by the difference 
between conditional and unconditional probabilities (GOTTMAN, 
1979). 
In a social learning tradition, communication is not viewed as 
a simple transmission of messages, but is considered the result of 
an active interpretation of stimuli into meaningful symbols. The 
concern is, therefore, with the 'effectiveness' of communication 
(ROSE, 1977), which can be conceived of as a consistency between 
the int exit ion of one partner (message source, encoder) and the 
behavior of the other partner (message interpreter, decoder). 
Important in this view of communication is the awareness of the 
bind reports meagre and equivocal results (cfr. OLSON, 1969). 
The same problem is encountered in the research on symmetrical 
and complementary relationships (cfr., MARK, 1970; ERICSON, 
1972; ROGERS, 1972; BUSCH, 1975). 
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intent by the listener and the impact of the behavior on the 
listener. One of the operationalizations of this impact is the 
so-called 'Talk-Table', where couples can indicate how they 
evaluated their own messages and those of their spouse. GOTTMAN 
(1979) reports no differences in the intent of the messages of 
distressed and nondistressed senders. He finds, however, that the 
impact of the messages discriminates strongly between distressed 
and nondistressed listeners. Although GOTTMAN reports no powerful 
reactive effect -- an artificial effect of the instrument on the 
behavior it generates --an approach whereby the partners in 
interaction are instructed to comment on the behavior directly 
after the interaction has taken place would seem to be preferable, 
as it reduces this effect to a minimum. 
Researchers have devised a variety of methods for studying 
human communication, varying in an emphasis on the dimensions of 
encoding versus decoding, on the verbal versus nonverbal channel, 
and on a molecular versus molar level. Most of these methods fol-
low the tradition of the general content analytic approach which 
will be described in the following paragraph (HOLSTI, 1969; KRIP-
PENDORFF, 1980). 
The content analysis approach may be conceived as a set of pro-
cedures which segments the stream of events into units (unitiz-
ing)» places each unit in a category or assigns it to a position 
on a scale (coding), and manipulates these in one way or another 
(analyzing) for the purpose of drawing conclusions about the 
sender, the receiver and/or the message (interpreting). HOLSTI 
(1969) identifies objectivity, systematicity, and theoretical 
relevance as the most notable characteristics of content analysis. 
By objectivity is meant that each phase in the research process 
proceeds according to rules designed to guide the decisions which 
the researcher has to make such as the choice of categories and 
what goes into one category but not into another. Objectivity is 
indexed by independent inter-scorer agreement. Systematicity is 
said to guard against the researcher's bias. Here, too, explicitly 
stated rules, formulated in advance, should be adhered to for the 
maintenance of consistency and as a bar against selecting for 
analysis that content which appears to confirm a researcher's 
implicit or explicit hypotheses. Both objectivity and systemati-
city are believed to be enhanced by the presence of a third 
characteristic, theoretical relevance or meaningfulness. This is 
implemented by, among other strategies, relating on theoretical 
grounds the purely descriptive information to the characteristics 
and roles in the interaction of the sender and/or receiver. 
MARSDEN (1965, 1971) distinguishes three models of content 
analysis. These models -- based on the combination of the dimen-
sions of manifest versus latent content and the dimension of quan-
titative versus non-quantitative method -- are called: the classi-
cal, the pragmatic, and the non-quantitative model. 
The classical model is most clearly represented by BERELSON 
(1952). His definition of content analysis assigns a central role 
to the quantification of objectively and systematically obtained 
content. In order to meet these criteria BERELSON advocates res-
tricting the researcher's attention to the manifest content of the 
communication, so as to ensure that what the content conveys is 
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objectively demonstrable to the researcher, the sender, and the 
receiver. Adherents to the classical model consider theirs as 
applicable not only to lexicographic content, but to the content 
of music, signs and nonverbal communication as well. 
In the pragmatic model the categories describe the characteris-
tics of the sender or characteristics of the relationship between 
him/her and the message. Whereas in the classical model conclu-
sions are drawn during the interpretation-phase, only when the 
analysis is completed, in the pragmatic model inferences about the 
internal states of the sender are drawn during the coding-phase. 
Most of the 'process -research (KIESLER, 1973), i.e., research on 
the process of psychotherapy, as well as research on couple com-
munication, exemplify this model. 
The non-quantitative model lacks methodological homogeneity. 
The studies representing this model share the attempt of develop-
ing alternatives to the frequency approach of measuring intensity 
in communication, which is characteristic for classical and many 
pragmatic model systems. Linguistic analysis has been a model for 
many researchers using the non-quantitative model. As MARSDEN 
(1965) puts it: 
"...Linguistics (...) commands rigorous, valid, and highly 
reliable procedures for explicating the total structure of 
language, making accessible to the observer all the func-
tions, parts, and their mutual dependencies (...) These 
methods are traditionally non-quantitative, that is, they 
have been used to indicate the presence or absence of 
linguistic phenomena rather than their frequencies of 
occurrence..." (pg. 300) 
Discourse Analysis (LABOV & FANSHEL, 1977) is a typical example of 
the nonquantitative model, as is Context Analysis (SCHEELEN, 
1973). 
1.3. Marital Adjustment. 
Like communication, marital adjustment is a complex, multidi-
mensional concept that has been viewed from many different per-
spectives. The dependent variable in marital adjustment studies 
is usually measured by a composite instrument which taps such 
areas as amount of conflict, degree of agreement, shared activi-
ties, self-ratings of happiness, satisfaction or criticism towards 
the spouse, perceived permanence of the marriage and other dis-
tinct areas. It is claimed that no one has ever shown that marital 
adjustment is a single general factor and that all these areas are 
related on one dimension (UDRY, 1974). For instance, LOCKE & WIL-
LIAMSON (1958) found no general factor and BRIM, FAIRCHILD & BOR-
GATTA (1961) found 5 major factors. When we talk about marital 
adjustment we seem to talk about a number of independent variables 
(FÄRBER, 1962). However, intercorrelations between different 
instruments used in this literature are quite impressive (MENDEL-
SON, 1971): ADAMS (1946) reported that the intercorrelations 
between the instruments used in TERMAN (1938), HAMILTON (1929) and 
BURGESS & COTTRELL (1939) ranged between +.72 to +.78 for males 
and +.80 to +.86 for females; BURGESS & COTTRELL (1939) reported a 
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correlation of +.90 between their scores and the scores when 
assigned TERMAN weights; similarly, BURGESS Ь WALLIN (1953) found 
a correlation of +.90 between their instrument and the TERMAN 
instrument and +.85 with LOCKE's (1951) instrument. Additional 
evidence for the similarity of these instruments, pointed out by 
GOTTMAN (1979), is the fact that a measure of the extent to which 
a couple reported being problem-ridden correlated well with the 
BURGESS-WALLIN scale of marital happiness (MATHEWS & MILHANOVITCH, 
1963) and whether or not a family is seeking psychiatric assis­
tance correlated high with LOCKE's Marital Relationship Inventory 
(LOCKE & WILLIAMSON, 1958). 
Roughly until the sixties marital research emphasized the iden­
tification and exploration of a broad range of sociodemographic 
and psychological correlates of marital adjustment (e.g., FERGU­
SON, 1941; HAMILTON, 1929). This led fairly quickly to the 
development of global measures of marital adjustment and to meas­
ures predictive of marital success (2). Of these measures the 
currently most frequently used criterion for marital adjustment is 
the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT), developed by LOCKE Ь WALLACE 
(1959) (3). 
Since the sixties marital research has tended to be less gen­
eral and more focused on specific dimensions or areas of marital 
contention, such as: communication, finances, sexual relationship, 
and children. 
A different approach in the study of marital adjustment is 
based on the concept of 'marital stability'. FRENKEN (1976), 
integrating the work of LEWIN (1948) and LEVINGER (1965), develops 
the concept of 'marital cohesiveness', or (more individually 
defined) ' attraction towards the marriage'. Cohesiveness is the 
total field of forces which act on the members to remain in the 
group. These forces consist of the attractiveness of the group and 
the strength of the barriers against leaving the group. FRENKEN 
discriminates three basic factors that will predict if a couple 
will remain together or not: the strength of the ties between the 
spouses; the effectiveness of economic, social and cultural bar­
riers; and, the availability of alternatives. An operationaliza-
tion of 'marital cohesiveness' is the subscale 'attraction towards 
the marriage' of the Sexual Experiencing Scales (FRENKEN & VENNIX, 
1978). 
Another sensible ingredient of marital adjustment is the extent 
to which the partner gratifies certain needs of the spouse. The 
extent to which the behavior of the partner is experienced as 
deprivation of a social need, depends on individually strongly 
differing factors as: learning history, immediately preceding 
(2) A problem in the measurement of marital adjustment is social 
desirability. Research, notably HAWKINS Ь JOHNSON (1969), 
does indicate that questionnaires measuring marital adjustment 
are affected by social desirability, but not to the extent 
that may have been anticipated. 
(3) I should note, however, the recent tendency of researchers in 
the field to favor the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (SPANIER, 1980) 
above the Marital Adjustment Test (cfr. WEISS, in press). 
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level of satisfaction/deprivation, (sub)cultural norms, comparison 
with others, social norms of equity, and the availability and 
attraction of alternatives (cfr., FRENKEN, 1976). An operational-
ization of the experienced deprivation of marital needs is the 
Marital Attitude Evaluation Scale (M.A.T.E.)· developed by SCHUTZ 
(1967) and based on the theory of Fundamental Interpersonal Rela­
tions Orientation (F.I.R.O.) of SCHUTZ (1967). This scale has 
been adapted and translated into Dutch by FRENKEN (1976) who 
presents data on its validity and reliability, and also lists 
additional references. In our study, satisfaction, cohesiveness, 
and deprivation are treated as operationalizations of marital 
adjustment. 
1.4. Exchange, Reciprocity, and Coercion. 
Language -- in the form of words and nonverbal behaviors like 
facial expressions, gestures, bodily positions -- is a powerful 
agent of change and capable of functioning as conditioned stimuli 
eliciting emotional responses, and as reinforcing stimuli follow­
ing responses. Social learning theory views couple communication 
as an exchange of stimuli that is interpreted in light of one's 
learning history. Words take on the property of discriminative 
stimuli for affective and instrumental behavior. In a study 
attempting to identify the determinants of marital satisfaction, 
it was found that husbands emphasized instrumental and wives 
affectional behaviors. Pleasurable and unpleasurable behaviors 
were independent, and negative behaviors had the greatest influ­
ence on the global ratings of daily marital satisfaction (WILLS, 
WEISS & PATTERSON, 1974). 
In an endeavour to apply the ideas of social learning theory 
(by these authors labeled 'social reinforcement theory') to the 
field of marital adjustment and couple communication (interac­
tion), PATTERSON & REID (1970) propose two mechanisms for the 
analysis of dyadic interactions, i.e., reciprocity and coercion. 
They state that 
"...the present report differs from those earlier formu­
lations <i.e., social exchange theory, C.S.> in that it 
represents a more limited set of variables (positive and 
aversive consequences) and the definitions are cast pri­
marily within the framework of operant conditioning. As 
used here the term reciprocity also refers to that 'bal­
ance of trade' which exists in most social interactions. 
Specifically, the term refers to an equity in the giving 
and receiving of positive and aversive consequences 
which occur in most social interactions < > This 
would require that over a series of interactions, two 
persons reinforce or punish each other for approximately 
the same proportion of behaviors..." (p. 139-140). 
This definition of reciprocity is identical to the definition 
of 'exchange' in other studies (e.g., REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG Ь 
SCHINDLER, 1979). In the sections to follow the concept of posi­
tive exchange is used to mean a high base-rate of positive 
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behaviors for both partners and the concept of negative exchange 
used to mean a high baserate of negative behaviors for both 
partners. A high correlation between the baserates of both 
spouses within a couple would be indicative of positive or nega­
tive exchange (4). Positive reciprocity will be used to mean an 
immediate exchange of positive behaviors, i.e., when one partner 
has emitted a positive behavior, the other will immediately 
respond with a positive behavior. Negative reciprocity will be 
used to mean an immediate exchange of negative behaviors. 
PATTERSON & REID (1970) state further that 
"...coercion, on the other hand, refers to interactions 
in which eversive stimuli control the behavior of one 
person and positive reinforcers maintain the behavior of 
the other..." (p. 133) 
This process of control-by-pain is characterized by punishment 
and negative reinforcement on the one hand and positive reinforce­
ment of the aversive behaviors on the other hand. For example, 
suppose that spouse A is nagging. The coercion-hypothesis states 
that behavior X of spouse В that is associated with the termina­
tion of nagging (is successful in terminating nagging) is rein­
forced, i.e., in future similar situations, if nagging occurs, the 
probability of behavior X is also increased. At the same time, 
nagging is regarded as an attempt of person A to change (aversive) 
behavior of person B. If person В stops that behavior, i.e., 
changes his/her behavior, nagging no longer becomes necessary, and 
will be regarded as effective in terminating the behavior of B. 
Nagging is, therefore, reinforced. 
In the literature, coercion is often used to mean an interac­
tion which is characterized by aversive behaviors. For these 
authors, negative reinforcement (the reinforcing effect of the 
termination of aversive stimulation) is apparently not an impor­
tant ingredient of these aversive behaviors (5). 
(4) cfr., ALEXANDER, 1973; in: REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER, 
1979 
(5) In a more recent study, PATTERSON (1978) proposes -- I will 
follow him closely -- that negative reinforcement is an impor­
tant ingredient in family interaction. He hypothesizes that in 
the home children's coercive behaviors serve the function of 
coping with the aversive inputs of others. The reinforcer in­
volves termination of a noxious intrusion. This arrangement 
constitutes an operational definition of negative reinforce­
ment, i.e., an aversive antecedent followed by the child's 
response, followed in turn by a nonaversive consequence. If 
this were indeed the key mechanism for coercion in the home, 
then the antecedent stimuli controlling performance of 
children's coercive behavior in that setting would tend to be 
aversive events provided by siblings and parents. Given the 
high coercive performance rates among family members, then the 
primary mechanism for the child's coercive behavior may be 
negative reinforcement. If children's coercive behaviors are 
functional in turning off attacks of family members (as is 
shown in PATTERSON Ь COBB, 1973), then one would expect to 
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Although the concept of coercion (and negative reinforcement 
arrangement) seems a very fruitful one, it is not feasible to use 
it in our investigation because the researcher needs to observe 
the interaction for very long periods -- a total of several scores 
of observation-blocks on one family is reported in PATTERSON 
(1974). 
Therefore, the concept was discarded in our study. Some results 
will be presented, however, that relate to the concept of coer-
cion. 
Central in the discussion on exchange, reciprocity, and coer-
cion is the role of aversive behaviors. A problem that is immedi-
ately raised is the question of the identification of the aver-
siveness of behavior. 
Usually this aversiveness of behaviors is defined apriori. E.g, 
the codes of the Marital Interaction Coding System, the system 
used in our study to code the verbal behavior, are apriori divided 
into positive and negative problem solving behaviors, in problem 
describing, and in positive and negative nonverbal behaviors (6). 
The aversiveness-positiveness of behaviors should, however, 
ideally be defined on empirical grounds. Three methods of identi-
fying the attractiveness-aversiveness of content codes will be 
presented in this study. 
In the first method, the codes of the Marital Interaction Cod-
ing System, summarily described, will be presented to a group of 
subjects. They will rate each code on a seven-point scale of 
'pleasantness-aversiveness'. 
In the second method the relationship between codes and 
antecedent negative verbal categories is investigated, summarized 
over several lags and ignoring the speaker. PATTERSON (1974) 
observed that aversive codes occur in 'bursts'. Continuing this 
line of reasoning, one may suppose that the more negative (aver-
sive) the code, the more often it is associated with other nega-
tive codes. 
In the third method, the relationship between codes and conse-
quent affect shown by the 'receiver' (or listener) will be inves-
tigated. One may suppose that behaviors of the 'sender' (or 
speaker), apriori labelled as aversive, will increase the proba-
bility of consequent negative affect shown by the receiver. 
Mutatis mutandis, one may suppose that behaviors, apriori labelled 
as positive, will increase the probability of consequent positive 
affect (7). 
find a substantial proportion of occasions in which the coer-
cive terminates aversive intrusions. This has been labeled the 
'utility value' and is defined as: a nonaversive consequence 
(either positive or neutral) given an aversive antecedent 
event followed by an aversive response. The data of PATTERSON 
& COBB (1973) show some coercive responses to be surprisingly 
effective (e.g., 'Disapproval' worked 56% of the time, and 
'Ignore' 68%). 
(6) E.g., BIRCHLER (1972) and VINCENT (1972). Many different ca-
tegorization schemes are reported in the literature. We will 
return to this issue in Chapter IV. 
(7) A fourth method, analyzing the impact of 'eversive' behaviors 
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affect (7). 
These three methods can be combined. This will result in a 
rank-ordering of the MICS-codes from most attractive (pleasant, 
positive) to most aversive (negative). 
+ + 
|331 (v)...ja want de een of andere manier ben jij bang om je 
eigen te laten kennen en dan kan'к niet uitstaan dat je 
da juist tegen mij OOK HEBT..da je dat tegenover 'n-'n 
derde en nou ja je eigen eh niet bloot wil geve nou ja 
god dat is jouw goed recht dat zal ik je nooit zegge van| 
god eh jij moet daar wat opelijker mee zijn helemaal nie| 
..maar da je dat tegenover MIJ niet KUNT da kan'к niet 
hebbe da kan'k NIE uitstaan....want ik vin al 't feit 
dat ik eh kindereh van jou wou hebben da'к ze gekregen 
heb nou daar HEB IK ME EIGE AL HELEMAAL GEGEVEN WANT 
MEER HEB IK NIE...kijk en as je dan_ als ik dan toch 
ervaar van lieve deugd eh 't komt maar van een kant want| 
daar lijkt 't dan een beetje om 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg. 265)| 
+ - + 
(1978). He points out, in such an arrangement if the conse­
quences were aversive, it should serve as punishment and thus 
suppress the response for which it was made contingent. Since 
this method again requires long chains of observations, it was 
discarded for use in this study. 
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II. MARITAL INTERACTION: APPROACHES AND FINDINGS. 
The sections to follow deal with the approaches commonly used 
in studying marital interaction and the substantive findings they 
have generated thus far. The main approaches are clinical observa-
tions, self-report studies, and laboratory investigations in 
situations in which widely varying tasks and strategies are used. 
2.1. Clinical Observations and Therapy Programs. 
Throughout the years, marital and family therapists have 
stressed the intimate bond between marital adjustment and effec-
tive communication. These observations and case studies, though 
methodologically wanting, have provided empirical researchers with 
useful concepts, insight and background material. 
ACKERMAN (1958), the 'father of family therapy' (GURMAN & 
KNISKERN, 1978) and perhaps the foremost psychoanalytically-
oriented family therapist, has always maintained that disturbances 
in the marital relationship seem to be strongly related to defec-
tive communication and suggested that the resolution of the con-
flict depends less on the nature of these conflicts than on the 
messages which the partners send to one another when they deal 
with these conflicts. NAVRAN (1967) subscribes to this view. For 
him the therapeutic task is to aid the couple in learning to focus 
attention on how they communicate. Their relationship should 
improve if faulty communication styles can be identified and if 
they are helped to substitute better ways of receiving and sending 
messages. 
LEDERER & JACKSON (1968) view communication as a skill that can 
be learned. To that end, they have devised specific exercises for 
improving communication skills. Important in these authors' view 
of marital distress and its resolution is the establishment of a 
'quid pro quo'. This concept, which is a variant of the 
'reciprocity'-concept (cfr., GOULDNER, 1960), has had a tremendous 
influence on the behavior therapy approach in marital counseling 
(e.g., STUART, 1969, 1976). 
Behavioral marital therapy as an approach is characterized by 
(KNOX, 1971): 
1) pinpointing specific behaviors that either mate would like 
terminated, decreased or increased, modified, or perhaps 
developed; 
2) having the spouses keep accurate records of their behaviors; 
and, 
3) by manipulating the stimulus variables which influence those 
behaviors. 
-- 15 --
Whereas the earlier writings (e.g., STUART, 1969; AZRIN, NASTER 
& JONES, 1972) somewhat neglected general communication skills and 
focused more on contracting and reciprocity counseling, more 
recent programs emphasize communication skills (1) that are con­
sidered fundamental to the more particular skills of problem solv­
ing, expressing wishes, negotiating, and the like (2). In addi­
tion to the emphasis on observable skills, the behavior approach 
can contribute to family and marital therapy by emphasizing the 
functional analysis or problem analysis, i.e., an analysis of the 
factors that control the (non)occurrence of 'the' problem or com­
plaint. In this regard it is actually not far removed from the 
'systems approach', which focuses on the effect of family members 
on one another (cfr., GURMAN & KNISKERN, 1978). 
The staff of the Mental Research Institute of Palo Alto, Cali­
fornia, of whom JACKSON was one, has exerted a profound influence 
on the theory and practice of marital and family therapy (e.g., 
BATESON, I960; HALEY, 1963; WATZLAWICK, BEAVIN & JACKSON, 1968; 
SATIR, 1964, 1972). They emphasized the importance of communica­
tion not only for the distress or well-being of couples but also 
in the signal role it plays in the genesis and control of psycho-
pathology. SATIR (1964), a highly regarded family therapist, 
structures her treatment around analyzing the pattern of communi­
cation of both partners and the reciprocal influence of these pat­
terns. She has been specifically impressed by the significance of 
four patterns of communication in dysfunctional families: 
1) blaming (disagreeable fault-finding and displacement on an 
external target); 
2) placating (passive acceptance and agreement of one's faults); 
3) distracting (hyperactive, irrelevant or impulsive behavior, 
apparently serving the purpose of escape from an inability to 
cope with the situation); and, 
4) computing (intellectualization and emphasis on cold logic at 
the expense of displaying feelings). 
For SATIR, a 'functional communicator' is a person who is able 
to ask for clarification if the message is unclear, ambiguous or 
incongruent; who is able to clarify and qualify messages; and, who 
can ask for and give affective and cognitive feedback. 
(1) However -- strange as it may sound! -- there exists some evi­
dence that it is not necessary to be effective for communica­
tion skills training to precede contracting training (EMMEL-
KAMP, VAN DER HELM, MACGILLAVRAY & VAN ZANTEN, in press). 
(2) cfr., the behavioral studies reviewed in VAN DEN HEUVEL & 
SCHAAP (1979): AZRIN, NASTER & JONES (1973); CROWE (1974); 
FISHER (1973); GOLDSTEIN (1971); HARRELL (1974); HICKOK & 
KOMECHAK (1974); JACOBSON (1977); LIBERMAN, LEVINE, WHEELER, 
SANDERS Ь WALLACE (1976); PATTERSON & HOPS (1972); PATTERSON, 
HOPS & WEISS (1975); STERN & MARKS (1973); STUART (1969, 
1976); THOMLISON (1973); TURNER (1972); WEISS, HOPS & PATTER­
SON (1973); WIEMAN, SHOULDERS & FARR (1974) 
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BRAMMER & SHOSTROM (1968), working within the framework of the 
client-centered approach, indicate that ineffective communication 
is probably the core of many a fight between partners and that 
effective communication may reduce hostility and lay the ground 
for the evolution of trust and intimacy in a relationship. True to 
the tenets of the client-centered approach, they suggest such 
techniques for improving dyadic communication as: repeating what 
the other person has said; rewording; getting into the other's 
frame of reference; reducing generalities; and, stating one's own 
feelings clearly. 
Within this general framework, approaches like the Minnesota 
Couples' Communication Program (MILLER, 1971; MILLER, NUNNALLY & 
WACKMAN, 1976; NUNNALLY, 1971) and the Conjugal Relationship 
Enhancement Program (ELY, 1970; ELY, GUERNEY & STOVER, 1973; HAR-
RELL, 1974; RAPPAPORT, 1971, 1976) can be placed. 
CHARNEY (1969) emphasizes the importance of communication of 
feelings and differences in opinions as a necessary condition for 
a good relationship. This notion is shared by BACH & WYDEN 
(1969), who introduced the concept of 'fair fighting'. These 
authors share the belief of BOLTE (1975) in uncensored expression 
of feeling and thought as a problem-solving method for marital 
difficulties. UDRY (1974) is opposed to this cathartic approach 
and emphasizes selective communication on the basis of the con-
sideration that some feelings and attitudes have a destructive 
effect on a marital relationship. Other authors (e.g., HARPER, 
1960) go farther; for them rational processes of goal-setting and 
deliberate problem-solving have clear primacy over cathartic 
expression as a means for resolving marital difficulties. 
The convergence of these different approaches is exemplified in 
the communication training programs in the studies that are 
reviewed in VAN DEN HEUVEL & SCHAAP (1979) (3). 
Summarizing, it can be safely stated that marital and family 
therapists are unanimous in according communication a central role 
in fostering a satisfying and healthy marriage. Communication is 
generally viewed as a skill and as a problem solving approach, 
which can be learned and taught. Only a beginning has been made 
thus far in specifying the skills which need to be taught for the 
purpose of improving marital relationships. 
SPRENKLE & FISHER (1980) have made a worthwile effort in this 
direction through sampling the opinions of practicing marital and 
family therapists as to which of a list of 34 skills they use and 
set as goals in their treatment and how important various skills 
are ranked. The researchers found that therapists of diverse per-
suasions attach importance to general communications skills (e.g., 
spontaneity, feedback), and active listening and communication 
sender skills (e.g., specificity of message, expressiveness, 
congruence). Their list of skills is added in the first section of 
Appendix A. Beyond their value in systematizing clinical impres-
sions and insights, studies such as SPRENKLE & FISHER, are helping 
to pin-point the skills that appear central and are providing 
(3) CAMPBELL (1974); CARDILLO (1971); CASSIDY (1973); CHRISTENSON 
(1974); COLLINS (1971); FISHER (1973); KIND (1968); PIERCE 
(1973); PILDER (1972); ROGERS (1972); SCHLEIN (1971); SWAN 
(1972); TH0MLIS0N (1973); WIEMAN (1973) 
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evidence supporting the view that teaching communication skills is 
indeed therapogenic. 
2.2. Self-Report Studies. 
Self-report investigations have been pioneered by sociologists 
and, more often than not, by comparing the responses of groups 
differing in marital distress and/or stability. The importance of 
marital communication to a well-functioning marriage, has been 
demonstrated repeatedly (4). Illustrative of these findings are 
the reports by LOCKE, SABAGH & THOMES (1956) and, in a near-
replication study, by NAVRAN (1967) that marital satisfaction and 
'good' communication correlate in the .80's. The items to follow 
are among those found by NAVRAN to discriminate best between mari-
tally satisfied and dissatisfied couples; all these items are part 
of the widely-used Primary Communication Inventory (PCI) devised 
by LOCKE (5). Well adjusted couples: 
1) usually discussed most matters; 
2) stopped the communication less often (e.g., by sulking); 
3) discussed more often personal matters; 
4) used more words with a private meaning; 
5) could more easily predict the type of day the partner had 
had; and, 
6) communicated more nonverbally (e.g., by exchange of glances). 
PETERSON (1969) analyzed data on the communication between hus-
bands and wives in a sample of 116 married university students. 
Effective husband-wife communication was found to be significantly 
related to the couples' ability to solve family problems and to 
the absence of certain problem areas. UDRY (1974) and LEVINGER & 
SENN (1967) have found that unselective communication of feelings 
does not correlate with marital happiness. This seems to support 
the view of most clinicians that catharsis, in and of itself, is 
not an effective approach in marital and family therapy, as seems 
to be also the case in 'individual' therapy (GARFIELD, 1980). 
In the last several years a number of research-oriented clini-
cians have devoted considerable attention to identifying specific 
communication patterns which discriminate between distressed and 
nondistressed groups. Numerous findings have emerged, many of 
which appearing repeatedly in various studies. These findings are 
(4) E.g., BERNARD, 1964; BURGESS bWALLIN, 1953; CUTLER & DYER, 
1965; KARLSSON, 1963; K00Y, 1969; TERMAN, 1938. 
(5) NAVRAN (1967) used a slightly modified version of the PCI and 
reports a correlation of .82 between this scale and the Mari-
tal Adjustment Test. LOCKE, SABAGH & THOMES (1956) also found 
that primary communication was significantly greater in 
younger than in older couples and highly correlated with 
husband's level of education. 
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perhaps sampled best by the work of two investigators, BIENVENU 
(1970) and BOYD (1976), whose goals and strategies were otherwise 
different. 
In the tradition of the early sociological studies, BIENVENU 
identified a large number of items with a high discriminatory 
power. These items appear in the second section of Appendix A. In 
the third section of this appendix, a list of 25 items, collected 
by BOYD (1976) is presented. These items are viewed as the essen-
tials of training in communication skills and resulted from an 
extensive search of the literature. The main drift of the find-
ings by both BIENVENU and BOYD find support in the works of 
researchers such as ALEXANDER (1973), CORRALES (1974), HOBART & 
KLAUSNER (1959), KAHN (1970), MENDELSON (1971), MURPHY & MENDELSON 
(1973), and WILLIAMS & WOMBLE (1966). 
The clusters of items by BOYD (1976) and a few other workers 
reflect the most important results of investigators using the 
self-report approach, in a nut-shell. Efficient communication is 
associated with: 
1) the sending of clear, unambiguous messages; 
2) active listening (paraphrasing) and evidence that the message 
is heard (acknowledgement); 
3) expression of respect and caring; and, 
4) accurate interpretation of what the spouse has meant. 
Many researchers would agree with CORRALES (1974) in concluding 
that the skill to communicate effectively with one's spouse is the 
best clue for explaining "the elusive phenomenon of marital satis-
faction" (p. 239). Researchers using laboratory procedures will 
likewise agree as we shall see presently. It may be added that the 
value of this last approach does not lay as much in confirming the 
findings of self-report studies as in providing a behaviorally-
oriented methodology which includes specification and operational-
ization of relevant variables. 
Self-report methods have a number of disadvantages. The data 
are influenced by memory faults. STEINER (1966), for instance, 
reports that subjects, when instructed to describe actual conflict 
situations, underestimate the intensity and frequency of 
behaviors. Moreover, the style of couples' interaction is viewed 
as stereotypical in self-report methods. Spouses are instructed 
to report their 'average' style of communication. The genesis and 
the process of interaction are not included. Self-report methods 
are also affected by social desirability and, finally, it is 
extremely difficult for subjects to oversee a system that they are 
part of. 
CLICK & GROSS (1975), SPRENKLE (1975), and FIORITO (1977), 
amongst others, present thorough discussions on the advantages and 
disadvantages of the behavioral-observational method versus the 
self-report method in marital interaction research. Direct obser-
vation permits a greater precision in the analysis of the interac-
tion process and clarification of the effect of antecedent 
stimuli. Secondly, the use of trained observers provide an 
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objective frame of reference, and facilitates the analysis of 
nonverbal behaviors. 
For honesty's sake, it should be pointed out that the 
behavioral-observational method is vulnerable as well, inparticu-
lar regarding the following issues: 
1) Observers and the participants in the observed interaction do 
not evaluate and interpret all statements and behaviors 
alike. 
2) The observation process influences the interaction pattern, 
particularly in a laboratory setting. With regard to this 
last point, research by GOTTMAN (1979), though based on 
between-coraparisons -- one group was observed at home, one 
group in the laboratory -- suggests that the behavior of cou­
ples in a naturalistic situation (at home) is more extreme 
than in the laboratory setting. Personal experience with cou­
ples in therapy suggests the same phenomenon (cfr. SCHAAP, 
MENCKE & JACOBS, 1982; SCHAAP, KLEIN HESSELINK & JACOBS, 
1982). Therefore, if one finds significant differences 
between distressed and nondistressed couples in the labora­
tory, it is more likely than not that the differences will be 
even more extreme outside the laboratory. 
3) Expectancies of the coders may influence the observations. 
Coders will conclude quite soon in a tape (on the basis of 
idiosyncratic cues) if that particular couple is distressed 
or not. Moreover, they will not apply these cues con­
sistently. The coding will be influenced by this 'set' 
(ROYCE & WEISS, 1975; GOTTMAN, 1979). 
4) The coding as well as the results are influenced by a number 
of factors which are described in SCHAAP & ROMIJN (1982). 
These include: length of marriage and socioeconomic status of 
the subjects; their having children; the instrument(s) used 
to measure marital adjustment; the data-generating technique; 
the coding scheme; the method used to assess the reliability; 
and, the methods of analysis. These factors will be touched 
upon in Chapter III and IV. 
2.3. Observational Studies in a Laboratory Setting. 
In contrast to the bulk of the studies which will be reviewed 
in this section, which compare behaviors on the basis of an exter­
nal criterion such as marital distress, there are a number of stu­
dies which have examined the interrelationship among behaviors in 
order to identify underlying patterns. RYDER & GOODRICH (1966) and 
RYDER (1966) elicited conflict with the Color Matching Technique, 
a procedure which requires couples to match color samples where no 
exact match is possible. Factor analysis resulted in three inter­
pretable factors: rationality versus affectivity (stylistic 
approach); verbal fluency (length of the discussion); and, asser-
tiveness (tendency of one spouse to dominate the discussion). 
LIEBOWITZ Ь BLACK (1974) elicited conflict with the Ravich 
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Interpersonal Game/Test (RAVICH, 1969). Factor analysis yielded 
two independent factors, i.e., open display of obstructing 
behaviors and a tendency toward open antagonism and retreat on the 
part of both spouses. In an extensive investigation MILLER (1975) 
analyzed the interaction of 360 couples. The interaction was gen­
erated by the Inventory of Marital Conflicts (OLSON & RYDER, 
1970). Cluster analysis yielded three interpretable factors, i.e., 
task leadership (procedural and task-oriented behavior), opiniated 
struggle, and affective behavior (expressions of feelings). KOREN 
(1978), who reviews this literature, emphasizes the importance of 
three dimensions in conflict resolution behavior: the expression 
of opposition in an explicit manner; the expression of feelings; 
and, the expression of dominance or control. 
We will now turn to the studies comparing behaviors on the 
basis of the external criterion of marital distress. The results 
will be presented along the dimensions identified in the factor-
analytic studies, along the concepts resulting from the theoreti­
cal perspective (exchange, reciprocity, coercion), and along the 
concept of rigidity (flexibility, creativity). Husband-wife 
differences in interaction will also be described. 
An extensive search of the literature led to the identification 
of 26 studies comparing distressed and nondistressed married cou­
ples -- a sample which resembles our own. Excluded were some 'spe­
cial' groups as well as those whose marital distress was expli­
citly or implicitly considered a by-product of such problems as 
alcoholism or physical handicaps. Included in the sample are 
'clinic' couples, i.e., distressed couples who have sought or were 
referred for marital therapy, but only if the data were obtained 
using the behavioral-observation method, and when a control group 
was available. This sample of 26 studies is extensively described 
in SCHAAP & ROMIJN (1981), and a list of these studies is added in 
Appendix В. 
2.3.1. 
Affect (Love-Hate, Positiveness-Aversiveness, Support-Defensiveness). 
As one scans the 26 studies, a lasting impression remains, 
i.e., distressed couples are predominantly negative in their atti­
tudes and behavior -- even in low conflict tasks -- and nondis­
tressed are more positive. We see this in their emotional expres­
sion, behavior exchange, and problem solving behavior. This is 
particularly noticeable in their nonverbal behavior, but is 
present in their verbalizations as well. To be more explicit, 
compared to distressed couples, nondistressed couples show more 
behaviors variously called: positive cues of affect, such as 
empathie smile, warm, tender voice, attention (RUBIN, 1977; G0TT-
MAN, 1979); positive social reinforcement behaviors, such as 
Approval, Agreement, Assent (BIRCHLER, 1972; HAHLWEG, et al., 
1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980; VINCENT, 1972); reconciling acts, 
such as Changing the Subject, Using Humor, Accepting the Other's 
Ideas (BARRY, 1968; RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 1974); facili-
tative behaviors, such as Positive Description of Partner, Para­
phrasing (WEGENER, et al., 1979); and, supportive behaviors, such 
as Outcome Agreement, Process Agreement, Self-Confidence (SPREN­
KLE, 1975). Apparently, they sit closer to each other, touch 
themselves less and use more 'open' positions than distressed 
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couples do (BEIER & STERNBERG, 1977). 
In contrast, distressed couples show more negative cues of 
affect, such as inattention, staccato voice, arms akimbo (GOTTMAN, 
1979; RUBIN, 1977); more coercive acts, such as Leaving the Field, 
Using an Outside Power to Force the Other to Agree (BARRY, 1968; 
RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 1974); more negative social rein-
forcement behaviors, such as Turn-Off, Put Down, Disagreement, 
Criticize (BIRCHLER, 1972; HAHLWEG, et al., 1979; REVENSTORF, et 
al., 1980; VINCENT, 1972); and, more defensive behaviors, such as 
Outcome Disagreement, Process Disagreement, Disapproval of Other 
(SPRENKLE, 1975). They are either more silent (BIRCHLER, 1972; 
HAHLWEG, et al., 1979; VINCENT, 1972) or talk more (BEIER & STERN-
BERG, 1977), but talk louder (FOY, 1977). Some report that they 
have less eye-contact (BEIER & STERNBERG, 1977; BIRCHLER, 1972; 
HAHLWEG, et al., 1979; VINCENT, 1972), others that they have more 
(HAYNES, FOLLINGSTAD & SULLIVAN, 1979). Finally, they keep more 
interpersonal distance and touch themselves more -- so-called 
'autistic gestures' (BEIER & STERNBERG, 1977). The distressed 
couples are far more negative in their coding of the behavior of 
their spouses (= impact) than the nondistressed couples (GOTTMAN, 
1979). 
2.3.2. 
Status (Power, Dominance-Submission, Control, Assertiveness). 
The results on the status dimension are far less clear than 
those on the affect dimension. According to SPRENKLE (1975) this 
is due to a failure by various authors in making a careful concep-
tual distinction among aspects of power, i.e. its bases, process 
aspects, and outcome aspects. It is clear that the problems of 
distressed couples center around the relationship aspect of com-
munication versus the content aspect (MORSE, 19 72; MENDELSON, 
1971), or in other words, the presence of a status struggle is 
characteristic. Furthermore, nondistressed couples switch easier 
from acceptance to rejection of mutual control in the relationship 
(BUSCH, 1975). When wives assume a relative powerful role in the 
marriage, it reflects dissatisfaction (SPRENKLE, 1975). Under more 
stressful conditions (crisis trials) an equalitarian pattern is 
more functional (SPRENKLE, 1975). Nonclinic couples have a higher 
control efficiency -- the ratio of the directions, instructions, 
suggestions, or requests which actually modify the behavior of a 
spouse relative to the number of attempts to modify that spouse's 
behavior -- than clinic couples (SPRENKLE, 1975). The same author 
reports that equalitarian power in conjunction with high support 
was most satisfying, echoing the conclusions of MORSE (1972) and 
MENDELSON (1971) that the status dimension should be interpreted 
in conjunction with the affect dimension of interaction. 
2.3.3. Opiniated Struggle (Problem Solving, Conflict Resolving). 
The problem solving behavior of distressed couples is more 
negative (BILLINGS, 1979) and they engage in longer lasting con-
flict scenes (BARRY, 1968; RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 1974). 
Nondistressed couples deliver more problem solving acts, such as 
Compromise, Offering to Collaborate in Planning, and more cogni-
tive acts, such as Probe, Seeking Information, Giving Information, 
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and almost no coercive acts, such as Demanding Compensation, 
Inducing Guilt, or personal attacks, such as Threatening the 
Other, Disparaging the Other (BARRY, 1968; RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & 
SWAINN, 1974). They develop a more neutral problem discussion 
(WEGENER, et al., 1979) and show more positive problem solving 
behaviors, such as Positive Solution, Compromise (BIRCHLER, 1972; 
HAHLEG, et al., 1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980; VINCENT, 1972). 
Nondistressed couples are more responsive (KOREN, 1978; DEWITT, 
1977) and emit more acknowledgments (BARRY, 1968; HOLZMAN, 1973; 
RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 1974) and Assents (BIRCHLER, 1972; 
GOTTMAN, 1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980; VINCENT, 1972). 
2.3.4. Exchange, Reciprocity, and Coercion. 
There is positive exchange among nondistressed spouses and 
negative exchange among distressed spouses. Also, negative 
reciprocity is characteristic of distressed spouses, though this 
is never very impressive, especially so for affect (BILLINGS, 
1979; GOTTMAN, 1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980). There is no evi-
dence of the positive reciprocity of affect amongst nondistressed 
couples; there is some evidence for positive reciprocity with 
regard to verbalizations (REVENSTORF, et al., 1980). Coercion as 
operationalized by PATTERSON has never been investigated (i.e. in 
terras of negative reinforcement arrangements). 
2.3.5. Rigidity (Creativity, Flexibility). 
GOTTMAN (1979) uses the metaconcept of 'rigidity', operational-
ized as a 'high degree of predictability' in his structural model. 
Unfortunately, at least two other definitions have been encoun-
tered in the literature reviewed. SPRENKLE (1975) is among those 
for whom rigidity is equated with a low productivity of problem 
solutions, i.e., the opposite of creativity. In some studies 
using frequential analysis (MORSE, 1972; MENDELSON, 1971) rigidity 
is equated with a high base-rate of positive behavior. This last 
definition is identical to our operationalization of 'exchange'. 
SPRENKLE (1975) reports that nonclinic and nondistressed 
spouses, especially husbands, are more flexible (operationalized 
as the number of new modes of play either suggested or actually 
tried while playing the SIMFAM-game (6) in the crisis trials) than 
clinic and distressed spouses. GOTTMAN (1979) reports more rigi-
dity (i.e. high predictability) among his clinic and distressed 
couples, as was anticipated by him on the basis of family interac-
tion literature. 
2.3.6. Husband-Wife Differences. 
The Max-Planck-Group (HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER, REVENSTORF, WEGENER) 
do not distinguish between husbands and wives in their sequential 
analysis. They base this decision on the fact that husbands and 
wives do not differ in the baserate of codes. Other researchers 
(6) The SIMFAM-game is a problem solving task (involves interac-
tion under standardized conditions without the necessity of 
joint or family decisions: CROMWELL, OLSON & FOURNIER, 1976). 
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report some differences that are, however, never very impressive. 
RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN (1974) report no great sex 
differences in interaction styles. Where differences occur they 
are in a direction that implies a 'traditional' complementary 
relationship: the husbands are independent and supportive, the 
wives coercive and appealing. They noticed a striking sequential 
aspect in the management of conflict of their 'discordant' cou-
ples. In the first two scenes the wives attacked, while the hus-
bands responded rather calmly and benignly; in the last two scenes 
this pattern is reversed. It is not unlikely that the level of 
conflict aroused is highest during these last two scenes. 
GOTTMAN (1979) reports that in the low-conflict situations the 
nondistressed husbands take care that negative affect does not 
escalate. In the high-conflict situations it is the wife that 
fulfils that role. Generally, the wives were more negative during 
the Fun Desk Task (low conflict!), Sex, and In-Laws. The husbands 
were most positive during the Sex-situation. MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD 
(1981) -- this study is not reviewed -- report more Smile/Laugh, 
Complain, and Criticize for the wives, and more Excuse for the 
husbands in their study. BEIER & STERNBERG also report more smil-
ing among the wives of their subjects. 
SPRENKLE (1975) reports that an interaction style in which the 
wife is dominant is associated with low marital satisfaction 
scores of both spouses. The egalitarian style is associated with 
the highest satisfaction scores. 
2.3.7. Summary and Conclusion 
REPLICATED RESULTS. Effective discriminators between nondis-
tressed (and nonclinic) and distressed (and clinic) couples are: 
1) nonverbal communication in general -- even when the spouses 
are instructed to fake (VINCENT, et al., 1979); 
2) negative affect or emotional atmosphere (FIORITO, 1977; GOTT-
MAN, 1979; MENDELSON, 1971; MORSE, 1972; RUBIN, 1977); 
3) negative impact, i.e., the negative manner in which the 
behavior of the distressed spouses is experienced by their 
(distressed) partners (FIORITO, 1977; GOTTMAN, 1979); 
4) negative verbal (or content) codes such as Put Down, Criti-
cize, Disagree (BIRCHLER, 1972; GOTTMAN, 1979; HAHLWEG, et 
al., 1979; KOREN, 1978; VINCENT, 1972); 
5) the presence of a status struggle for distressed couples 
(BUSCH, 1975; MENDELSON, 1971; MORSE, 1972); 
6) the agreement/disagreement-ratio (GOTTMAN, 1979; the receding 
of the RAUSH, et al. (1974) data, reported in GOTTMAN, 1979; 
RUBIN, 1977); 
7) responsiveness, including acknowledgement and assent 
(BIRCHLER, 1972; DEWITT, 1977; GOTTMAN, 1979; HOLZMAN, 1973; 
KOREN, 1978; RAUSH, et al., 1974; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980; 
VINCENT, 1972); 
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8) the sequential patterns of 'validation loops', and 'contract­
ing loops' (GOTTMAN, 1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980); 
9) these last studies seem to agree with each other in conclud­
ing that nondistressed couples are able to counteract nega­
tive escalations. 
UNREPLICATED FINDINGS. The following variables were found to 
discriminate distressed and nondistressed couples in only one 
study: 
1) GOTTMAN distinguishes three phases in interaction, agenda-
building, arguing, and contracting (GOTTMAN, 1979); 
2) a higher congruence between the coding of observers and non­
distressed couples than between the coders and distressed 
couples is reported by FIORITO (1977); 
3) distressed couples code their own behavior less negatively 
than do observers (FIORITO, 1977); 
4) positive affect only discriminates distressed and nondis­
tressed couples during a low-conflict task (GOTTMAN, 1979); 
5) distressed couples need more time to come to a solution than 
do nondistressed couples (RAUSH, et al., 1974); 
6) REVENSTORF, et al. (1980) report that the patterns of 
'attempts of reconciliation' (a sequence of: negative code by 
A and a positive and 'filler' code by B) and 'acceptance' 
(positive code of A after a positive code of B) are charac­
teristic of the nondistressed couples; 
7) the patterns of 'devaluations' (negative code of В after a 
positive code of A), 'fight-backs' (negative code of В after 
a negative code of A), and 'yes-butting' (sequence of 
positive-filler-negative-filler) are characteristic of the 
distressed couples (REVENSTORF, et al., 1980); 
8) REVENSTORF, et al. (1980) also report the generalized sequen­
tial patterns of 'problem acceptance', 'problem escalation', 
'attraction', and 'distancing'. 
CONTRADICTORY FINDINGS. The following variables are reported 
in some studies to be indicative of nondistressed couples, in 
other studies to be indicative of distressed couples, or, are oth­
erwise associated with problems in interpreatation: 
1) the status-dimension, as operationalized by the Interpersonal 
Checklist (LEARY, 1957; TERRILL & TERRILL, 1965), generates 
results that can only be interpreted by taking the affect-
dimension into account (MORSE, 1972; MENDELSON, 1971); 
2) 'cross-complaining', i.e. feelings about a problem followed 
by an expression of feelings about a problem by the spouse, 
is reported by GOTTMAN (1979) to discriminate his groups; 
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REVENSTORF, et al. (1980) did not find this (7); 
3) GOTTMAN (1979) reports that positive reciprocity does not 
discriminate his distressed and nondistressed couples, 
whereas REVENSTORF, et al. (1980) report that it did discrim-
inate his couples; 
4) there is also no consensus on interruptions, silence (pauses, 
No Response), and eye-contact. 
In general, there seems to be evidence from the behavioral-
observational literature for the claims from clinical observa-
tional and self-report literature that nondistressed couples are 
better listeners and better senders than distressed couples, that 
they show respect towards their partner and take care that a 
positive atmosphere exists and that negative affect is stopped 
from escalating. The specific replicated and unreplicated results 
will be used as guidelines in our empirical study to be presented 
in the following chapters. 
These chapters are devoted to answering a series of questions 
that remain after scrutinizing the relevant literature, and that 
can be summarized as follows: What are the differences between 
distressed and nondistressed married couples in verbal and nonver-
bal communication, in terms of frequency and sequence, in particu-
lar with regard to the unreplicated and contradictory findings 
reported in the literature? How is the communication of the 'in 
between'-group of couples related to that of the distressed and 
nondistressed? Are differences in communication related to a dif-
ferential effect of the stress caused by having spouses discuss 
their problems in front of a camera? Do we find differences in 
impact between distressed, nondistressed, and conflict couples, 
i.e., do distressed couples report more behaviors of their partner 
as being negative than do nondistressed or conflict couples? We 
will try to answer these questions and clarify the inconsistencies 
that are reported in the literature in the study reported in the 
following chapters. 
(7) This is probably directly the result of the fact that they 
used different coding systems. 
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III. METHOD 
A homogeneous sample of middle class couples, married for a 
period ranging from 8 to 18 years, with differing scores on a 
number of marital adjustment scales, were given a standardized 
task during the execution of which their interaction was taped 
audio-visually. The communication was then transcribed verbatim 
by hand, stored on computer disc, coded, and then analyzed in 
terms of frequency and sequence. The sections to follow describe 
(a) how the subjects were selected and what their characteristics 
were; (b) the instruments used; (c) apparatus; (d) procedure; (e) 
formation of distressed, nondistressed and 'in between' (named 
'conflict') groups; and, (f) analysis of the verbal and nonverbal 
communication of these groups. 
3.1. Subjects 
Homogeneity of subjects is very important, since the number per 
group is rather low -- an average of 10-15 couples in the litera-
ture reported in Chapter II. One of the factors that influences 
this homogeneity is the recruiting strategy. Four different ways 
of recruiting subjects can be identified. They may be described as 
follows: 
1) recruitment via acquaintances of the researcher or of other 
subjects; 
2) referral by marital therapists, clergy, or clinics ('clinic' 
couples); 
3) recruitment via advertisement (TV, newspaper); and, 
4) recruitment via marriage licence records. 
In our study, subjects were recruited via an advertisement in 
the local newspapers. The newspaper entry explained that subjects 
were sought for participation in a study on marital communication. 
The entry indicated that couples who considered their relationship 
to be mutually satisfaying as well as those who considered them-
selves to be experiencing marital problems were welcome to contact 
the author. However, in order to attract a homogeneous group of 
subjects, the following criteria were explicitly stated: couples 
should be married 10 to 15 years, have 2 or 3 children, should be 
living in the local vicinity, and should not be undergoing psychi-
atric or psychological treatment. Finally, in order to maximize 
the chances of securing the couples needed for this study, the 
newspaper advertisement explained that at completion of the inves-
tigation subjects would have the option of receiving marital 
therapy or participating in a 'marital enrichment program', if 
they wished to do so. 
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TABLE 3.1 
Demographic Characteristics of the Nondistressed, Distressed, and 
Conflict Couples 
Variable 
Age of Husband (H) 
Age of Wife (W) 
Years Married 
Number of Children 
Level of Education 
Level of Education 
Occupational Level 
(H) 
(W) 
(H) 
Nondist 
Mean 
38.1 
.35.7 
12.9 
2.9 
7.7 
6.3 
5.6 
ressed 
Range 
34-45 
32-40 
11-18 
2-3 
5-9 
5-7 
4-6 
Distressed 
Mean 
37.7 
36.1 
11.8 
2.6 
7.1 
5.3 
5.2 
Range 
33-47 
33-42 
10-13 
2-4 
5-9 
3-7 
3-6 
Conflict 
Mean 
38.2 
35.6 
12.4 
2.3 
7.2 
5.6 
4.9 
Range 
32-47 
30-42 
8-18 
1-4 
5-8 
3-8 
3-6 
a. Levels of education range from 1 (= primary school) to 9 
(= degree from a University) 
b. Occupational levels range from 1 (= unskilled labor) to 6 
(= executive level) 
A total of 35 couples responded. Of these, eight were elim-
inated -- five for loss of contact, one for deafness of one 
spouse, and two for being much older than the rest of the subjects 
-- leaving 27 couples who constituted the sample finally used in 
this investigation. One third of this sample was defined as 'dis-
tressed', (DD), one third was defined as 'nondistressed' (ND) and, 
one third fell in between, labeled 'conflict' (CF) group. Section 
3.5 describes in detail the criteria for being assigned in one of 
the three groups. 
Table 3.1 presents a comparison of the three groups on a number 
of important demographic characteristics; the values represent the 
means and ranges of the groups. As can be seen, the criteria for 
the number of children and number of years married were not 
applied too strictly. The educational and occupational levels of 
the subjects place them well within the middle socio-economic 
class (I.T.S., 1975). 
On the basis of this table it seems a plausible conclusion that 
the three groups are very similar in terms of age, length of mar-
riage, socio-economic status and educational and occupational lev-
els; and, of course, all of them have had the experience of rais-
ing children. 
3.2. Instruments 
The study reported in this dissertation was preceded by exten-
sive pilot work oriented mainly toward the identification of 
instruments well-suited for three objectives. First, the reliable 
and valid assessment of marital adjustment; second, identification 
of tasks for generating free-flowing communication, yet within a 
structure; and, third, the identification of reliable means for 
coding intimate dyadic communication. 
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3.2.1. Assessment of Marital Adjustment 
RAUSH, et al. (1974) distinguished between 'harmonious' and 
'discordant' couples. This was based on the scores of their sub-
jects on a combination of scales identified by RYDER, GOODRICH & 
RAUSH (1968) to be indicative of marital adjustment. GOTTMAN 
(1979) receded the tapes, analyzed by BARRY (1968) and RAUSH, et 
al. (1974). He reports that the 'harmonious' and 'discordant' 
groups in the RAUSH study, both fell below his nondistressed cou-
ples. This shows that we have to be careful in selecting the 
instruments for the assessment of marital adjustment. 
A number of instruments have been translated and used in the 
pilot phase of the study. Among those discarded were all scales 
which assess marital adjustment on the basis of communication cri-
teria, with questions on how the spouses communicate -- these were 
discarded as a precaution against contamination. Therefore, the 
otherwise valuable instruments of Marital Communication Inventory 
(NAVRAN, 1967), Primary Communication Inventory (BIENVENU, 1970), 
the Conflict Resolution Technique (STRAUS, 1976), and the Conflict 
Scale (KOOY, 1969) have been discarded. 
The following instruments were used for assessing marital 
adjustment. These are presented and briefly described in the 
order in which they were administered. They, too, were the main 
though not exclusive means used for forming the three groups. 
1) Sexuality Experiencing Scales. These carefully constructed 
scales were developed and described by FRENKEN (1976; 1982). 
Briefly, they consist of four rating sub-scales which each 
spouse completes independently: sexual control, psychosexual 
stimulation, sexual motivation and, finally, attraction-
towards-the-marriage sub-scale. In addition to its test-
retest reliability (in the high 80's) and validity against a 
number of criteria including behavioral ones, the Sexuality 
Experiencing Scales was expressly developed for, and used on, 
Dutch middle class subjects. An extensive study using an 
English version on British subjects is under way. 
2) Marital Deprivation Scale. Constructed and used by FRENKEN 
(1976), this scale includes sub-scales for assessing needs 
for affection, recognition, autonomy, and attention. It is a 
translation of the Marital Attitude Evaluation Scale (MATE), 
which was originally constructed by SCHUTZ (1967). Using a 
sample of 250 subjects, FRENKEN reports reliability coeffi-
cients of .88 to .94 and .83 to .91 for men and women respec-
tively. This scale is highly correlated with other adjust-
ment instruments and is sensitive enough to detect changes 
associated with therapy (BOELENS, EMMELKAMP, MacGILLAVRAY & 
MARKVOORT, 1980). 
3) Mauds ley Marital Questionnaire. This scale was derived from 
CROWE (1978). COBB, McDONALD, MARKS & STERN (1980) modified 
the original 50 questions to 20, and replaced some of the 
remaining questions to reduce ambiguity. This scale was 
translated and used on a Dutch sample of clinic couples by 
BOELENS, EMMELKAMP, MacGILLAVRY & MARKVOORT (1980) with 
promising results even though formal reliability data are 
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still lacking. This questionnaire yields three sub-scales, of 
which one is on marital satisfaction and the other two are on 
sexual interaction and general social contacts. 
These three instruments have been used as a basis for the for-
mation of the distressed, nondistressed and conflict groups. The 
manner in which the scores have been combined for yielding a clas-
sification of marital satisfaction and distress will be described 
in Section 3.5 of this chapter. 
3.2.2. Task for Eliciting Communication. 
VIDICH (1956), cited in STIMSON (1966), reports a number of 
problems he encountered in designing a good instruction. One 
couple was not able to discuss the problem -- they stated that 
they had never talked about it. In another couple, the wife 
refused to say anything. In seven cases, the spouses interacted 
sporadically with each other and with the interviewer (who was 
apparently present). Two couples were finally prepared to talk, 
after the researcher told them explicitly that they had the 
'right' idea about that issue. Finally, among those couples that 
had talked, he discovered the effect of social desirability, the 
absence of spontaneous behavior, and clear attempts to get the 
sympathy of the interviewer. We had similar experience during our 
pilot-work with lower class 'clinic' couples (SCHAAP, MENCKE & 
JACOBS, 1982). 
All this implies that the instruction should: resemble real-
life situations; be attractive and involving for the couple; evoke 
those behaviors the researcher is interested in; in short, should 
be maximally meaningful to the couple. 
A number of such data generating techniques and tasks have been 
tried out and then discarded from use on a variety of grounds. Of 
the methods discarded, two are worth noting because of their 
potential for future research: the Inventory of Marital Conflicts 
(OLSON & STRAUS, 1972) and the Assessment Session (SCHAAP, MENCKE 
& JACOBS, 1982) (1). In selecting an appropriate task, a balance 
had to be found between a reasonably wide sampling of couples' 
interaction, involvement and freedom from the constraints of the 
situation on the one hand, and products which lend themselves to 
breakdown into reliably codable and meaningful units, on the other 
hand. Of all methods used in pilot work for generating communica-
tion, the one calling upon subjects to discuss their problems, as 
they see them, was found to yield the most animated yet focused 
interaction. It is a conflict resolution task, that 
(1) The OLSON & STRAUS' task is a rather widely used means for 
generating a lively discussion; in our experience, however, 
the task tended to elicit suspicion due to the different ways 
the vignettes are worded. The SCHAAP, et al. instrument pro-
vides an extensive inventory of realistic marital issues; but, 
in its present form it tends to generate an inoptimal amount 
of free-flowing communication and to present opportunities to 
evade 'embarassing' issues. 
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"...confronts the identified GROUP with issues needing reso-
lution, thereby evoking a conflict state. The stimuli for 
direct observation are generally self-report measures 
characteristic of 'revealed difference' techniques or their 
derivatives. The purpose of these techniques is to observe 
the process of resolving conflict in the anticipation of 
gleaning insight into typical interaction of this sort..." 
(CROMWELL, OLSON & FOURNIER, 1976, p. 539 sqq.) 
Experimentation with various methods has finally led us to con-
struct the 'Problem Inventory', a simple questionnaire which calls 
on each partner to independently rank order how problematic each 
of the following problems are for him/her: social activities, 
household chores, rearing of the children, communication, work, 
finances, sexual relations, and autonomy of the subject 
him/herself and autonomy of the spouse. The inventories of the 
couples were scrutinized for consensus-difference in rank-
ordering, then discussed with them. This discussion of differences 
in ranking served as a 'warming up' period. Eventually, the author 
arrived at a rank-ordering in which the most problematic issue was 
listed first, followed by marital issues of lower degree of 
problem-generating importance. The task of the partners was then 
to discuss each issue, one at a time, attempting to reach a reso-
lution. More of this will be said in the 'procedure' section of 
this chapter. 
In the literature, reviewed in Chapter II, periods of 10-15 
minutes or less of observation are employed. Some evidence exists 
that the shorter the period of observation, the more neutral 
behaviors are observed (GOTTMAN, 1979; SCHAAP, MENCKE & JACOBS, 
1982). On the other hand, if the observation period is too long, 
people get tired or finish the disussion prematurely. Pilot-work 
showed that couples, if given no time-limit discussed the 'state 
of their marriage' for a period ranging from 9 to 75 minutes. The 
lower-class couples tended to use less time than higher-class cou-
ples. In the present investigation periods of 5 minute habituation 
and 25 minute discussion were employed. 
3.2.3. Coding Systems• 
In the coding systems reported in the studies reviewed in 
Chapter II, one may distinguish between rating scales, sign sys-
tems, and category systems. Rating scales are used in the litera-
ture to assess one aspect of the interaction (e.g., the positive-
ness or power aspect). Since the interaction is reduced to a few 
parameters and no discrete events are distinguished it is not 
really suitable for sequential analysis, unless used in combina-
tion with a category system (2). 
Sign systems code the occurrence of specific events that have 
been formulated in advance. Some specific aspects of the stream 
(2) The rating scales presented in the studies reviewed are: the 
Affect Code (RUBIN, 1977; GOTTMAN, 1979), the Interpersonal 
Checklist (BILLINGS, 1979; MENDELSON, 1971; MORSE, 1972; FIOR-
ITO, 1977), Expressiveness, Clarity, Responsiveness (DEWITT, 
1977), Power, Support, Creativity (SPRENKLE, 1975), and In-
terpersonal Competence (HOFMAN, 1970). 
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of behavior are chosen. These systems are not suitable for 
sequential analysis since they do not provide a continuous 
sequence of events (3). 
Some category systems provide a continuous sequence of discrete 
events where the temporal order is retained. They usually code the 
verbal channel in interaction. Sometimes, e.g., the Marital 
Interaction Coding System, nonverbal behaviors are included. In 
the literature reviewed, seven relevant category coding systems 
were used (4): 
1) the Analysis of Relational Communication (BUSCH, 1975; ERICSON, 
1972; MARK, 1968; ROGERS, 1972); 
2) the Coding Scheme for Interpersonal Conflict (BARRY, 1970; BIL-
LINGS, 1979; RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 1974); 
3) the Marital and Family Interaction Coding System (CRUMP, 1978; 
MILLER, 1975; OLSON & RYDER, 1972); 
4) the Coding Scheme for Interpersonal Communication, or Kodi-
erungssystera f"r Interpersonelle Kommunikation (WEGENER, 
HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 1979; SCHINDLER, 1981); 
5) the Behavior Coding System (KOREN, 1978); 
6) the Couples' Interaction Scoring System (RUBIN, 1977; GOTTMAN, 
1979); and, 
7) the Marital Interaction Coding System (HOPS, WILLS, PATTERSON & 
WEISS, 1971; BIRCHLER, 1972; VINCENT, 1972; HAHLWEG, et al., 
1979; REVENSTORF, et al., 1980). 
With regard to the coding methods, a number of schemes differ-
ing in content, unit-size and scorability have been tried out in 
pilot work. Apart from the ones finally chosen, these include: 
Coding Scheme for Interpersonal Conflict (RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & 
SWAINN, 1975), Analysis of Relational Communication (MARK, 1970; 
(3) Sign systems are used by BAYARD (1975), BEIER & STERNBERG 
(1977) and FOY (1977). 
(4) MARKMAN, NOTARIUS, STEPHEN & SMITH (1981) review systems 
designed to code the behavior of married couples in a 
conflict-resolution situation. In the literature, not re-
viewed in Chapter II, the following coding systems we encoun-
tered: the Interpersonal Process Analysis (STIMSON, 1970); the 
Verbal Problem Checklist (BORKIN, 1970; THOMAS, 1974); the 
Home Observation Assessment Method (STEINGLASS & TISLENKO, 
1981); the Dyadic Interaction Scoring Code (FILSINGER, 1981); 
the Allred Interaction Analysis (ALLRED, HARPER, WADHAM & W00-
LEY, 1981); the Social Interaction Scoring System (CONGER & 
SMITH, 1981); the Coding System for Parter Interaction 
(HAHLWEG, REISNER, K0HLI, VOLLMER, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, in 
press); the Ecological, Structural, Functional, and Dynamic 
Analysis of SOSKIN & JOHN (1963); and, finally, some coding 
systems that are derivatives of existing coding systems (cfr., 
MARKMAN, et al., 1981) 
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ERICSON, 1972; ROGERS, 1972), and GRANT's (1969) scheme for coding 
nonverbal communication. As a result of these early efforts and 
much trial and error, and to make comparisons possible with the 
most important studies in the literature, a decision was made to 
use three coding systems: the Marital Interaction Coding System 
(HOPS, WILLS, PATTERSON & WEISS, 1971), the Speech Disturbance 
Ratio (MAHL, 1956; KASL & MAHL, 1965), and the Affect Code of the 
Couple's Interaction Scoring System (RUBIN, 1977; GOTTMAN, 1979). 
The Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS) is derived from a 
family interaction coding system (PATTERSON, RAY, SHAW & COBB, 
1969) -- a method for analyzing family communication in the con­
text of social learning theory. Its validity and utility has been 
shown in a number of studies: comparing distressed and nondis­
tressed couples (5); defining characteristics of the communication 
of distressed/'clinic' couples (6); and, in the assessment of the 
outcome of marital therapy (7). The reliability of the MICS is 
consistently high in these various studies (above .70; usually 
quite higher). The MICS combines verbal and nonverbal codes. It 
was decided to use the verbal codes only, on a number of grounds. 
Nonverbal communication discriminates strongly, as we have seen, 
the interaction of distressed and nondistressed couples. It 
seemed, therefore, sensible to code the nonverbal channel continu­
ously. Moreover, some of the nonverbal codes of the MICS are ambi­
guous, e.g., Laugh, Attention, and Not Tracking. Finally, con­
tinuous coding of the nonverbal channel facilitates sequential 
analysis. 
The Speech Disturbance Ratio reflects the stress people experi­
ence in certain interactional situations. It consists of counting 
the occurrence of specific speech disturbances per number of words 
in a particular segment of interaction. By speech disturbances is 
meant: (a) stutters; (b) repetitions; (c) sentence changes; (d) 
sentence incompletions; (e) intruding incoherent sounds; (f) omis­
sions; and, (g) tongue slips. Due to its high reliability and the 
fact that it yields quantitative scores, the Speech Disturbance 
Ratio has been extensively used in a wide range of psychological 
investigations of interaction. Its validity has been affirmed 
again recently in a review dealing with, among others, studies 
similar to our own (HARPER, WIENS & MATARAZZO, 1978). 
The Affect Code provides the coder with a number of descriptive 
categories, each dealing with a specific channel of nonverbal 
(5) BIRCHLER, 1972; VINCENT, 1972; BIRCHLER, WEISS Ь VINCENT, 
1975; VINCENT, WEISS & BIRCHLER, 1975; REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG & 
SCHINDLER, 1979; HAHLWEG, HELMES, STEFFEN, SCHINDLER, REVEN­
STORF & KUNERT, 1979; REVENSTORF, VOGEL, WEGENER, HAHLWEG, & 
SCHINDLER, 1980; WIEDER & WEISS, 1981; MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 
1981. 
(6) VAN DEN EIJNDEN, HANDELE & MEEUWISSE, 1978; SCHAAP, MENCKE & 
JACOBS, 1981 
(7) PATTERSON, HOPS & WEISS, 1975; LIBERMAN, LEVINE, WHEELER, 
SANDERS & WALLACE, 1976; MARGOLIN & JACOBSON, 1978; JACOBSON, 
1978; HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 1981; REVENSTORF, 
VOGEL, HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER, 1981; BOELENS, EMMELKAMP, MARXVO0RT 
& MACGILLAVSAY, 1980; EMMELKAMP, VAN DER HELM, MACGILLAVRAY & 
VAN ZANTEN, 1981. 
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behavior, i.e., (a) the face, (b) the voice, and (c) the body. In 
addition to categorization, the Affect Code calls for rating each 
nonverbal behavior on a scale for the positiveness of the communi-
cation. GOTTMAN (1979) devotes a whole chapter to the reliability 
of the Affect Code. Its validity has been shown in studies 
discriminating distressed from nondistressed couples (RUBIN, 1977; 
GOTTMAN, 1979), as well as studies investigating the effectiveness 
of marital therapy (GOTTMAN, 1979, Chapter 14). 
The exact way in which these three systems have been used will 
be described and illustrated in Chapter IV. 
3.3. Apparatus. 
As will become clearer in Section 3.4, the investigation called 
for continuous sound and video recording; these were operated and 
monitored by the research team. 
Two cameras were used for a continuous video-recording of the 
couple during the entire 30 minutes of their face-to-face interac-
tion. The two cameras, one focused on the wife, the other on the 
husband, were mounted in the ceiling out of sight (though visi-
ble). Figure 1 gives the plan of the video-room and the position 
of the chairs of the spouses. In video-recording the interaction, 
it was decided to have the picture of both partners on the same 
tape with the one picture 'faded' over the other. This method 
permits the capturing of a wider area of the body with little loss 
in quality -- a technique preferable to the 'split-screen' method, 
by which the pictures produced by the two cameras are projected on 
the same tflne on parallel tracks. 
In an adjacent room the investigator and an assistant were 
seated so that they could record and monitor the interaction. When 
the signal was given for the couple to start, all instruments were 
activated. The sound of the couple's interaction and the sound of 
the subject's comments on the nonverbal behavior of the spouse was 
recorded on audiotape (Philips Stereo Audio Tape Recorder: Type 
N4417). This was done to facilitate the analysis of the Comment-
ing Task. It enabled the observers to relate specific comments to 
the text. The sound of the interaction was also recorded on audio 
cassette recorder (Type Philips N2215). This was done to speed up 
the transcription of the interactions. The picture was recorded 
on Cassette Video Recorder (Type Umatic CR-6060E). 
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3.A. Procedure 
The couples were greeted (8) by an interview team consisting of 
the experimenter and an assistant. The purpose of this interview 
was to determine if the couples had met all the criteria set for 
participation in the advertisement. For those who did, a general 
explanation of the procedure and what their participation entailed 
was given. In the same interview, the couple was asked if they 
wished to participate in therapy at the completion of the study; 
this question has implications for the composition of the groups, 
as will become clear in Section 3.5. After this interview the 
couple received a set of questionnaires to be filled out at home 
independently. These consisted of the Sexuality Experiencing 
Scales, the Marital Deprivation Scale, the Maudsley Marital Ques­
tionnaire and the Problem Inventory. The couples were asked to 
hand these in at the next session, two to three weeks later. 
This second session was held in the same room where the first 
interview took place. The events of this session may be summarized 
as follows. The couple was assisted to feel at ease and to adapt 
to the experimental situation by having the spouses talk for the 
first five minutes, while the taping equipment was on, about their 
initial acquaintance before marriage and the first ensuing years 
(Habituation Phase) (9). This was followed by video-taping the 
interaction on the experimental task (i.e., the Marital Problem 
Discussion). When this was over, the wife was taken to the adja­
cent room to view the session which had just been video-taped and 
comment on the behavior of her husband. Her comments were audio-
taped. After the wife finished her comments, the husband was 
asked to make his comments in the same manner his wife had done 
(10). Each 'commenting' session took roughly 30-40 minutes. 
The sequence of events in the experimental session will now be 
described in full detail. 
The couple was greeted by the experimenter and his assistant, 
then ushered into the experimental room. They were seated in easy 
chairs facing each other with the cameras 'on focus'. Coffee was 
served and a brief chat took place to make the couple feel at 
ease. 
(8) The first interview with the couple took place in the spring 
of 1978 in the video-room of the Department of Clinical 
Psychology in the Psychological Laboratory of the Catholic 
University at Nijmegen in the Netherlands. 
(9) This habituation period was included because research, notably 
by VAN DEN EIJNDEN, HANDELE & MEEUWISSE (1978) and BOELENS, 
EMMELKAMP, MARKVOORT & MCGILLAVRAY (1980) suggest that couples 
tend to suppress 'negative' behavior if not given enough time 
to adapt to the experimental situation 
(10) While one partner was commenting the behavior of his/her 
spouse, the other was briefed in the Spouse Observation Check­
list (WILLS, WEISS & PATTERSON, 1974), which was utilized in a 
study (SCHAAP Ь DRIESSEN, 1979) that falls outside the scope 
of this dissertation. 
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The couple was then given the following instructions (11), 
whereupon the experimenter and his assistent left the room: 
"While we calibrate the video and audio equipment, we 
would like you to discuss the time you two first met 
each other and the first years of your marriage. You 
just reminisce and let yourselves go. We will tape five 
minutes of this discussion. Do you have any 
questions?...Okay, you can start now." 
While this interaction was being video-taped the experimenter 
scanned the Problem Inventory and made a clearly visible list of 
the ranked problem areas. When the first five minutes were over, 
the experimenter entered the video-room and told the couple: t 
"Now we would like you to discuss a subject which is 
important to both of you. From the Problem Inventory you 
both filled out it appears that you alternating between 
husband and wife> consider ... (e.g. finances) and to a 
lesser extent ... (e.g. social activities) as areas in 
which you experience problems. <After a brief 'warming 
up' discussion revolving around differences, the couple 
were then told to> Please discuss now ... (the first) 
and try to resolve the problem and have closure on it. 
If you have the feeling that you have spent enough time 
on this issue, please continue with the next topic, ... 
We will tape 25 minutes of this discussion. Do you have 
any questions?" 
In order to minimize distraction and maintain focused atten-
tion, the problems just listed in a descending order of their sig-
nificance to both partners were placed on a board easily visible 
to the couple, such that they could pursue a topic, one after the 
other, until the time was up. 
After 25 minutes of taping the experimenter entered the video 
room and told the couple: 
"We have now finished the taping of your discussion. I 
request you now, madam, to follow me to the viewing room 
where you can watch and comment on the taped session. 
While we are watching the video-tape, sir, my colleague 
will brief you on how to fill out some forms. Do you 
have any questions?...Please follow me." 
In the viewing room the wife (later, the husband) was asked to 
take a seat in front of the monitor and a microphone and was told: 
(11) The couple was asked to refrain from smoking during the time 
the taping took place. This was done to insure a good 'pic-
ture' . It probably increased the stress for some spouses. 
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"Now we are going to watch the taped interaction between 
you and your husband. We would like you to watch your 
partner carefully. Please pay attention not so much to 
what he says (content), but to how he says it, facial 
expression, tone of voice, body posture and gestures. 
Please try to indicate if you experience a certain 
behavior (a facial expression, tone of the voice, ges-
ture or posture) as positive, neutral, or negative. To 
help you get started I will call your attention to some 
of these nonverbal behaviors and ask you how you per-
ceive them. Sometimes, I will also ask you what it is 
exactly that strikes you as positive (attractive) or 
negative (eversive, irritating). Do you have any ques-
tions?... I will start the tape now." 
During this phase the instructions were repeated in different 
wordings to secure continued attention to the nonverbal communica-
tion of the partner. Sometimes subjects needed to be prompted to 
express the impact of certain behaviors. 
When both partners had completed the Commenting Task, the cou-
ple was taken back for an informal chat and coffee -- in order to 
dissipate whatever discomfort, expressly evinced by several cou-
ples, which the session had aroused (12). 
3.5. Forming the Nondistressed, Distressed, and Conflict Groups. 
As was stated in section 3.2, the Sexuality Experiencing 
Scales, the Marital Deprivation Scale, and the Mauds ley Marital 
Questionnaire comprise respectively 4, 4 and 3 sub-scales, 11 in 
all. 
The scores of all subjects on these 11 subscales were factor-
analyzed, separately for husbands and wives. Unrotated and rotated 
factor analyses yielded one factor for both husbands and wives, 
which we labeled marital adjustment. The following 6 sub-scales 
loaded highly on this factor and not on any other: 'attraction 
towards the marriage' (of the Sexuality Experiencing Scales); all 
four sub-scales of the Marital Deprivation Scale (i.e. needs for 
affection, recognition, autonomy, and attention); and 'marital 
satisfaction' (of the Maudsley Marital Questionnaire). 
The raw scores of each of the 54 subjects on each of these six 
sub-scales were transformed into standard-scores. The resulting 
six z-scores were then added per person to form a total score. 
While it is relatively easy to classify a husband or wife as 
high, medium, or low on marital adjustment, it is more difficult 
to do so for a couple when one's score differs considerably from 
that of the partner. Some researchers (e.g., KOREN, 1978) classify 
only those couples of which both spouses fall within the high 
adjustment range as maritally adjusted; others (e.g., MORSE, 1972) 
average the two, even though the two scores may vary considerably, 
(12) All couples have been requested to return after four months 
for repeating the experimental task. All these data have been 
utilized in the training of coders and interns and fall out-
side the scope of this dissertation. 
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one even falling in the 'high' adjustment range, and the other 
spouse clearly in the 'low' range. A third method, a combination 
of the two, is described by GOTTMAN (1979), with which he classi­
fies a couple as maritally dissatisfied if either or both scores 
below a certain cut-off point. Recently, a fourth alternative was 
mentioned by MARGOLIN Ь WAMPOLD (1981). They included as a cri­
terion the rating of the degree of marital problems by the thera­
pists. 
For purposes of this investigation, we have decided to include 
those couples of whom the husband has a score above the mean of 
the males and his wife a score above the mean of the females in 
the nondistressed group. Those couples, of whom the husband and 
the wife scored below the mean of their sex group, were considered 
to be distressed. 
Nine couples, out of the 27, met this criterion of classifica­
tion for being distressed. Six couples did not meet the criterion 
for classification as either distressed or nondistressed. Twelve 
couples were classified as nondistressed. However, of these 
twelve, three couples were among those who explicitly expressed 
the desire to receive marital therapy. These three couples were 
dropped from the nondistressed group and placed in the 'conflict' 
group, along with the six couples who did not meet the classifica­
tion criteria (13). There were thus -- surprisinglyl -- nine cou­
ples in each group. The mean marital adjustment scores of the 
three groups appear in Table 3.2. 
TABLE 3.2 
Mean Marital Adjustment Scores (Sum of Six Standard 
Scores) of All Husbands and Wives 
Couples 
Nondistressed 
Distressed 
Conflict 
Husband 
Mean Range 
4.20 .63 
-5.97 -11.42 
1.15 -6.34 
8.46 
-1.61 
4.37 
Wife 
Mean 
4.42 
-5.13 
1.33 
Range 
1.21 
-10.62 
-6.32 
7.74 
-0.26 
3.06 
(13) Of the 27 couples, 14 requested marital therapy; of these 9 
met the criterion for classification in the distressed group, 
the other 5 were placed in the conflict group. The therapy was 
carried out by assistents (all advanced clinical psychology 
students) as part of their internship, and were supervised by 
the author and his promotor. It consisted of training in as-
sertiveness and the acquisition of skills in communication, 
negotiation and contracting. Seven of the nondistressed cou­
ples had indicated the desire to participate in a marital en­
richment program. The program was unstructured and was led by 
the interns. The couples themselves could decide what they 
wanted to discuss in the group. Usually the discussion cen­
tered round specific marriage-related topics, such as chil­
dren, jealousy, and extra-marital relations. 
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3.6. Analysis of Communication. 
The entire 30 minutes of communication (the 5 minutes' habitua­
tion episode and the 25 minutes of the task proper) were tran­
scribed verbatim. Explicit rules were set up to define the tran­
scription task including the identification of pauses, stress, 
paralinguistic features, and so forth. These rules are outlined 
in Appendix C, and the full range of the scorable features are 
described and defined in chapter IV. Other paralinguistic and 
prosodie behaviors, such as laughing and crying were identified 
from the video which served, too, as the basis for analyzing non­
verbal communication. 
A detailed, and illustrated description of the methods used for 
breaking down the communication into units and how these were 
scored, coded and grouped into communication analysis categories, 
will be the subject of the next chapter. 
+ + 
|165 (v) het valt jou niet op als het troep is, het valt jou ook 
niet op als het allemaal rotzooi bij de haard ligt.... 
....het valt je eigelijk niet eens op dat de garage een 
grote rotzooi is 
|166 (m) het valt me ook heus wel op maar DAAR MOET IK DAAR EEN| 
PAAR DAGEN VOOR NEMEN EN DAN MOET IK DAN DIE ZAAK 
HELEMAAL GAAN_ AF GAAN-GAAN-GAAN D0EN_ ORGANISEREN 
DAAR HEB IK DE TIJD NIET VOOR MEID IK BEDOEL DAT-DAT IS 
DE ANDERE KANT IK BEN-IK BEN GEEN HUISVROUW NET ZO GOED 
ALS DAT IK NIET PRECIES WEET WAT D'R ALLEMAAL IN DE 
DIEPVRIES ZIT 
|167 (ras) DAT (vs) hmhm 
|168 (ra) WEET IK NIET HOE MOET IK-НОЕ MOET IK DAN EENS IN DE 
WEEK GAAN INSPECTEREN WAT D'R ALLEMAAL INZIT OM OP DE 
HOOGTE TE BLIJVEN WAT D'R INZIT VOOR DOE EVENTUEEL_ DIE| 
ENKELE KEER DAT IK EENS M0ET-M0ET M _ VOOR MEZELF MOET 
GAAN KOKEN ALS JIJ D'R NIET BENT 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg. 367) 
+ - - + 
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IV. THE ANALYSIS OF THE COMMUNICATION 
This chapter describes in detail, and illustrates, how the ver­
bal and the nonverbal taped communication and comments of the 
spouses were broken down into units and how these were categorized 
for the purpose of comparing the nondistressed, distressed, and 
conflict groups, in terms of frequency and sequence of their 
occurrence. 
4.1. The Coding Scheme. 
In this section we describe the coding systems used in this 
study, namely, the Speech Disturbance Categories, the prosodie and 
paralinguistic stress manifestations, the verbal codes of the Mar­
ital Interaction Coding System (MICS), and the Affect Code (AC) of 
the Couples' Interaction Scoring System (CISS). 
4.1.1. The Speech Disturbance Categories. 
Speech disturbance has been defined in terms of the existence 
of any of nine different categories. A speech disturbance ratio 
refers to the frequency of occurrence of all these nine categories 
per segment of speech adjusted for the amount of verbalization 
(1). The nine categories are defined below (Table 4.1). The 
definitions of the first six are from MAHL (1957, p. 2). The 
seventh, 'stutter', was used by MAHL but he did not define it; we 
did. The eighth category, 'intruding incoherent sound', was 
defined by MAHL but not comprehensively enough for our purposes. 
MAHL's own definition is quoted under (a), and our definition 
appears under (b). Finally, the ninth category of speech distur­
bance has been added to the list because it appeared important in 
a number of works (e.g., LABOV & FANSHEL, 1977), which were pub­
lished after MAHL's work (2). 
(1) In the literature (MAHL, 1957; KASL & MAHL, 1965; HARPER, 
WIENS Ь MATARAZZO, 1978), two different ratios are dis­
tinguished, i.e., the 'Ah'-Ratio and the 'Non-Ah'-Ratio. The 
'Ah'-Ratio, the number of ah's divided by the number of words, 
is supposedly indicative of a task-effect (difficulty of the 
task). The 'Non-Ah'-Ratio, all other disturbances divided by 
the number of words, is indicative of stress or anxiety. 
(2) In the verbatims, categories 6 and 7 have been designated by 
'-', category 8 by '*', and the rest, except for 'Ah', which 
was transcribed literally, were designated by ' ' (for the 
verbatims, the reader is referred to SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK, 
1981 and SCHAAP, KLEIN HESSELINK & JACOBS, 1981). 
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TABLE 4.1 
Categories of Speech Disturbance 
CATEGORY DEFINITION 
1. AH "Wherever the definite 'ah' sound (...) 
occurs, it is scored." 
2. SENTENCE "A correction in the form or content of the 
CORRECTION expression while the word-word progression 
occurs. To be scored, changes must be sensed by 
the listener as an interruption in the word-to-
word sequence." 
3. SENTENCE "An expression is interrupted, clearly left 
INCOMPLETION incomplete, and the communication proceeds 
without correction." 
4. REPETITION "The serial superfluous repetition of one or 
more words - usually of one or two words." 
5. TONGUE "This category includes neologisms, the 
SLIPS transposition of words from their correct serial 
position, the subsitution of unintended for an 
intended word." 
6. OMISSION "Parts of words, or rarely entire words, may be 
omitted. Contractions are exempted. Most 
omissions are of terminal syllables of words." 
7. STUTTER Slow or fast repetition of a sound, syllable or 
word. 
8. INTRUDING (a) "A sound which is absolutely incoherent as 
INCOHERENT a word to the listener. It merely intrudes 
SOUND without itself altering the form of the 
expression and cannot be clearly conceived of 
as a stutter, omission, or tongue slip (though 
some may be such in reality)", and 
(b) Inaudible, incomprehensible, and 
non-scorable speech. 
9. TEMPORARY A temporary, and "abrupt termination of an 
SUSPENSION utterance without change of pitch level, 
OF SPEECH frequently with a glottal stop" (LABOV & 
FANSHEL, 1977, p. 41). 
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4.1.2. Prosodie and Paralinguistic Stress Manifestations. 
Appendix С describes the general rules for transcribing all the 
material including the prosodie and paralinguistic features. 
Important for our purposes were the following six features, 
sighing (ZU), coughing (KU), sniffing (SN), swallowing (SL), 
groaning (KR), and the sound ts' or clicking (TO), since they 
were thought to be indices of stress. These features were used 
separately as well as combined into one category (PARALINGUISTIC 
FEATURES or PFEA) for the frequential analysis. In the sequential 
analysis only the combined category PFEA is used. 
4.1.3. Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS). 
Appendix D presents a description of the 25 (out of the origi­
nal 28) MICS-codes used in this study (3). 'Not Tracking' and 'No 
Response' are nonverbal, the rest involve verbalization (or at 
least a sound, as in 'Laugh'). Unlike the other 24 codes, 'Not 
Tracking', which is not included in Table 4.2, is identified from 
the video, while the others, presented in table 4.2, are all iden­
tified from the audio. 
In comparing the groups, all codes will be used separately and 
(except for 'Not Tracking') in combinations in the form of 
categories. The categories are constructed on the basis of the 
consensus of several empirical studies (4). As Table 4.2 indi­
cates there are two categorization schemes, one more global than 
the other. Column 1 breaks the 24 codes into positive, neutral and 
negative categories. The second column gives a refined scheme of 9 
categories (5). 
For the analysis of frequency, the individual 25 codes will be 
used separately as well as (with the exception of 'Not Tracking', 
Talk, Interrupt, and No Response) the three and nine categories in 
which they fall. For the sequential analysis, to be described and 
illustrated in section 4, the three categories of positive, neu­
tral and negative, as well as the nine refined categories will be 
used. Obviously, the tripartite scheme of positive, neutral, and 
negative categories of the MICS is an apriori categorization. One 
aim of the study described here is to empirically define the 
attractiveness-aversiveness of the codes. 
(3) A number of versions of the MICS are in existence. The most 
recent publications on this category coding system (e.g., 
WIEDER & WEISS, 1981) include the codes Mindreading, Para­
phrasing, and Smile. As is shown in Appendix D, we have used 
the 1971-version. 
(4) BIRCHLER, 1972; VINCENT, 1972; WEISS, HOPS & PATTERSON, 1973; 
PATTERSON, HOPS & WEISS, 1975; PATTERSON, WEISS & HOPS, 1975; 
REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER, 1979; HAHLWEG, HELMES, STEF­
FEN, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 1979; REVENSTORF, VOGEL, WEGENER, 
HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER, 1980; WIEDER & WEISS, 1981; MARGOLIN & 
WAMPOLD, 1981. 
(5) The reader is referred to Appendix S for a description and to 
SCHAAP & JANSEN-NAWAS (1982) for a discussion of the different 
categorization schemes of the MICS. 
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TABLE 4.2 
Reduction of the MICS-Codes into Categories 
Scheme I Scheme II 
Positive JOKING 
CONSENTING 
MICS-Codes 
Laugh, Humor 
Approve, Agree, Compliance, 
Accept Responsibility, Assent 
Neutral PROBLEM DESCRIBING Normative, Problem Description, 
Question 
CONTRIBUTING TO A 
SOLUTION 
Positive Solution, Negative 
Solution, Compromise 
BLURPING 
Negative DISSENTING 
Talk 
Disagree, Noncompliance, Deny 
Responsibility, Command 
NAGGING Criticize, Complain, Put Down, 
Excuse 
INTERRUPTING 
PAUSING 
Interruption 
No Response 
TABLE 4.3 
Cues Used to Code Nonverbal Behavior (Affect) 
Nonverbal 
Channel Positive Cues Negative Cues 
Face smile; head nod; 
empathie expression; 
frown; sneer; cry; smirk; 
fearful expression;glare; 
angry expression; disgust 
Voice caring; satisfied; warm; 
buoyant; soft; bubbly; 
tender; cheerful; happy; 
relieved; chuckling; 
empathie; concerned; 
joyful; affectionate; 
loving; laughter; 
cold; blaming; sarcastic; 
tense; scared; impatient; 
angry; furious; blaring; 
hard; clipped; staccato; 
hurt; depressed; whining; 
accusing; mocking 
laughter; 
Body touching; open arms; 
distance reduction; 
attention; relaxation; 
forward lean; 
arms akimbo; neck or hand 
tension; rude gestures; 
hands thrown up in 
disgust; pointing, 
jabbing, and slicing 
gestures; inattention 
.. 44 .. 
Our category JOKING, comprised of the codes Laugh and Humor, is 
identical to the category HUMOR of REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER 
(1979) and REVENSTORF, VOGEL, WEGENER, HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER (1980). 
The construction of the category AGREEING and DISAGREEING was 
based on three considerations: (a) GOTTMAN (1979) combines similar 
codes in his AGREEMENT category; (b) it increases the reliability 
of coding, necessary for sequential analysis; and, (c) the codes 
are semantically similar. 
The category PROBLEM DESCRIBING is comprised of the codes Nor-
mative (i.e., a behavior that is directly the result of the 
instruction). Problem Description, and Question. This category is 
similar to the REVENSTORF, et al.'s scheme. 
The neutral category, CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION, is comprised 
of the codes Positive Solution (a proposal to do something). Nega-
tive Solution (a proposal to drop something), and Compromise. 
Negative Solution is somewhat problematic; it was decided to put 
it in this category, since it was often associated with Positive 
Solution (thus an interaction like: "I want you to do X and stop 
Y'ing") (6). 
The category NAGGING was devised in order to increase the reli-
ability of the separate codes Criticize, Complain, Put Down (a 
sarcastic remark), and Excuse. 
4.1.4. Affect Code. 
On the basis of the work of MEHRABIAN (1972), GOTTMAN and his 
associates (RUBIN, 1977; GOTTMAN, MARKMAN & NOTARIUS, 1977; GOTT-
MAN, 1979) have devised a nonverbal scheme for coding (by 
observers) the affect of speaker and listener. Table 4.3 presents 
this scheme (GOTTMAN, 1979, p. 87), utilizing the channels of 
face, voice, and body. Of course, the coding of affect is based on 
the video. 
Cues are scorable as positive, negative or neutral. This tri-
partite categorization was adopted both to increase reliability 
(found low in more refined methods of scoring) and to render our 
results directly comparable to those of GOTTMAN. The coder first 
scans the facial expression for cues.'If no positive or negative 
cues can be assigned, the coder scans the voice characteristics. 
If, again, no positive or negative cue can be assigned, the body 
and gestures are scanned. If no positive or negative cue can be 
identified in face, voice or body, the segment of interaction 
involved is coded as NEUTRAL. If, say, a subject smiles and 
touches, only one positive code is assigned, even though it 
occurred in two channels. 
The three categories of positive, neutral and negative affect 
will be used in both frequential and sequential comparison of non-
distressed, distressed, and conflict groups. 
(6) The category PROBLEM SOLUTION in WEISS (in press) also in-
cludes the codes Positive Solution, Negative Solution, and 
Compromise, and is, therefore, identical to our category CON-
TRIBUTING. 
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4.2. Coding. 
The audiotapes of the couple's interaction in the 5 minutes 
Habituation Phase and the 25 minutes of the Marital Problem Dis-
cussion were transcribed verbatim according to the rules described 
in Appendix C, in a manner which closely resembles the method used 
by LABOV & FANSHEL (1977). Prosodie and paralinguistic features 
were also indicated. The speaker was identified between brackets 
-- husband <h> and wife <w> -- and so were instances of simultane-
ous speech -- <hs>, <ws>. Each such speech unit is referred to as 
'speech' (or 'utterance' as it is otherwise called in the litera-
ture). Each couple's 30-minute interaction, when written out, is 
referred to as transcript. These transcripts were then checked 
for accuracy by a different person and a time-code, in terms of 
minutes, was inserted: <t01>, <t02> ... <t30>, meaning the first, 
second, etc. minute from the beginning of the tape. Further, each 
minute was divided in twelve blocks of 5 seconds each, <01>, <02> 
... <11>. Time-insertion was designed to facilitate and speed up 
the analysis of nonverbal communication. Speech disturbances were 
coded in the text by a separate team of three independent coders. 
The transcripts, with the time-codes, speech disturbances and 
paralinguistic features, were then stored on a computer-disk (PDP 
11/34). This material was processed under the Edit-program (EM) 
running under the operating system UNIX. All speeches were then 
numbered with a simple computer program. These typed transcripts 
are referred to as protocols (7). Appendix E presents an illus-
trative part of the protocol of one couple. 
Using the audio (and then the video for ascertaining accuracy) 
the protocol was coded by a team of 4 independent coders on the 
basis of the 24 verbal codes of the Marital Interaction Coding 
System (MICS). 
Using the video, a protocol was then coded on the base of the 
Affect Code (AC) of the Couples' Interaction Scoring System, which 
deals exclusively with nonverbal communication. Three independent 
coders were used for this purpose. The scoring of the Affect Code 
is illustrated in Appendix G -- for couple 463-464. 
The MICS- and AC-coded material, together with speech-numbering 
were recorded on computer disk for frequential and sequential ana-
lyses. This material will be referred to as files. What a file 
looks like is illustrated in Appendix F. 
(7) As RUBIN (1977) points out: "...this is a very time consuming 
and costly procedure, but it was found to improve the relia-
bility between coders, it helped to improve accuracy under 
circumstances when the sound recording was unclear..." (p. 
43), and I would add, it opens new possibilities for later 
analyses (e.g., Discourse Analysis) and exchange of 'raw' data 
between researchers, as is increasingly being done. Moreover, 
it facilitates the development of new coding schemes by having 
judges discuss this material and analyzing their discussions 
in terms of 'acts' distinguished by these 'experts'. 
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4.3. Reliability. 
HOLLENBECK (1978) and GOTTMAN (1979), whose publications we 
have drawn upon for the procedure to be described presently, pro-
vide thorough and recent methods for checking the reliability of 
observational research. Specifically the following measures were 
taken to insure reliability of scoring: 
1) the verbal and nonverbal communications were coded by dif-
ferent observers; 
2) the observers were trained until a satisfactory coefficient 
of reliability was attained; 
3) weekly training sessions were held during the coding phase; 
and, 
4) the coding reliability was checked on segments of actual 
transcripts of partners during the actual coding phase. 
4.3.1. The Speech Disturbance Categories 
Since we were not interested in the occurrence of specific 
indices of disturbances as such, the reliability of the distur-
bance categories was calculated over the (non)occurrence of speech 
disturbance with an overall percentage agreement score, in accor-
dance with MAHL (1956). The interrater reliability of three 
coders for this category was consistently above 90% agreement over 
several samples of 5-minute interaction. 
4.3.2. Prosodie and Paralinguistic Stress Manifestations 
To compute the interrater reliabilities for these categories, 
it was decided to compare the transcript of the original tran-
scriber (A) with the corrections of the second person who checked 
the original transcription (B). Nine couples were randomly 
chosen. Fifteen minutes of interaction of each of these couples 
were included in the comparison. The score of A was then compared 
to the score of B. The simple percentage agreement score (hits 
divided by the sum of hits and misses) ranged from 92% to 100% 
agreement. 
4.3.3. Marital Interaction Coding System and Affect Code 
In calculating the reliability of our data on the Marital 
Interaction Coding System and the Affect Code we decided to use 
the kappa statistic (FLEISS, 1971) for several observers. GOTTMAN 
(1979) has used this method for checking the reliability of his 
coders in a study similar to our own. The method for computing 
kappa, taken from GOTTMAN (1979), is described in Appendix R. The 
kappas for the 3 categories of the Affect Code, across the chan-
nels of face, voice, and body, are shown in Table 4.4. 
The kappas for the codes and the categories of the MICS are 
shown in Table 4.5. 
The codes Approve, Compliance, Noncompliance, Excuse, 
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Compromise and Normative did not occur often enough in the sample 
to make the calculation of reliabilities possible. No kappa figure 
for the category IGNORING (code No Response) appears in Table 4.4. 
No Response is defined as 'a verbal response is clearly expected, 
but does not occur within 3 seconds'. This code was indicated in 
the verbatims with 6 dots ( ) or a tilde. Since this can 
simply be calculated, it was not coded by the observers, but reli­
ability was assessed in the same manner as was that of the 
paralinguistic and prosodie features, i.e., by comparing the tran­
scription of the original transcriber (A) with that of the checker 
(B). The percentage agreement was consistently high in the 9 
chosen segments, ranging from 90% to 100% agreement. 
The relatively low kappas of Accept Responsibility, Complain 
and Put Down are the result of the fact that coders tended to con­
fuse these with other codes in the same category. However, the 
overall kappas for the categories are high; none fell below .75. 
The figures cited in this section refer to reliabilities com­
puted approximately four weeks from the time coding had begun. The 
material used was the actual transcripts of the couples. All our 
reliability figures for the categories have exceeded .70 and are 
similar to those obtained by GOTTMAN using the same methods. It is 
worth noting that HOPS, WILLS, PATTERSON & WEISS (1971) have 
recommended that reliability figures should not fall below the .70 
for the MICS. Our figures have exceeded what HOPS et al. have 
recommended even though we have used kappas, which are more con­
servative than the method recommended by the MICS developers (8). 
A more stringent method, such as the one we have used, is actually 
necessary if one were to have confidence in analyzing the data by 
sequence rather than merely for frequential analysis. 
TABLE 4.4 
Reliability of the Affect Codes 
(Kappa) 
Category Kappa 
Positive Affect .85 
Neutral Affect .71 
Negative Affect .93 
(8) These figures also compare favorably with the other reliabili­
ty measures reported on the MICS. These are, in general, 
slightly more modest than those reported for other category 
coding systems (cfr., SCHAAP Ь ROMIJN, 1982). 
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TABLE 4.5 
Reliability (Kappa) of the Codes and Categories 
of the MICS 
Code/Category 
CONSENTING 
Agreement 
Accept Responsibility 
Assent 
Compliance 
DISSENTING 
Command 
Disagree 
Deny Responsibility 
Noncompliance 
NAGGING 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
JOKING 
Humor 
CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION 
Compromise 
Negative Solution 
Positive solution 
PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
Normative 
Problem Description 
Question 
BLURPING 
Talk 
INTERRUPTING 
Interrupt 
Kappa 
.76 
.58 
.91 
.71 
.92 
.71 
.65 
.74 
.63 
.90 
.99 
.81 
.93 
.84 
.99 
.96 
.77 
.90 
.77 
.75 
.92 
.90 
.85 
.96 
.77 
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4.4. Methods of Analysis 
4.4.1. Frequential Analysis 
In this section, we will discuss the following issues: (a) the 
type of data used in the analysis (proportions versus frequen-
cies), (b) the statistical analysis (parametric versus non-
parametric) , (c) the increase in alpha caused by applying the same 
test several times to the same samples, and (d) the relationship 
between the scores of husband and wife within couples. 
MICS-codes are usually cast in rate-per-minutes, in contrast to 
CISS-codes. These are transformed into proportions. These data 
are not comparable, if an appreciable difference in verbal output 
rate between distressed and nondistressed couples is present. 
When using proportions, the researcher essentially compares the 
distributions of codes. In contrast, when using frequencies, the 
researcher compares baserates of codes. It is not a question of 
right or wrong; it is a decision the researcher has to take. To 
check such an effect, we will analyze the verbatims for verbal 
output rate (number of words, number of pauses). We will use pro-
portions in our analyses if such an effect is present. 
Differences between distressed and nondistressed couples in 
communication are tested in the literature using parametric 
methods (e.g., GOTTMAN, 1979; MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 1981; RUBIN, 
1977) or using nonparametric methods (e.g., HAHLWEG, HELMES, STEF-
FEN, SCHINDLER, REVENSTORF & KUNERT, 1979; SCHINDLER, 1981). 
In order to apply parametric tests, the data must meet a number 
of criteria. The assumptions of an F-test are: (a) the observa-
tions are drawn from normally distributed populations; (b) the 
observations represent random samples from populations; (c) the 
variances of the populations are equal; and, (d) the numerator and 
denominator of the F-ratio are independent (KIRK, 1968). 
Researchers usually do not test to see if these assumptions are 
valid for their data. HAHLWEG, et al. (1979) did and found that 
their data did not meet the above criteria. They decided to test 
the differences in MICS-codes between their nondistressed and dis-
tressed groups with the Mann-Whitney U-Test. They point out that 
one disadvantage of applying the U-Test several times to the same 
samples is that it increases the alpha risk. 
The problem of an increasing alpha, or capitalization on 
chance, is caused when the same test is applied several times to 
the same two samples. An advantage of multivariate techniques is 
that this effect is controlled for. If the researcher is not 
allowed to use multivariate techniques, a number of procedures are 
suggested in the literature to solve this problem. Since this 
study is an explorative one, we decided not to apply specific 
solutions to this problem but to exert caution in interpreting the 
significance of results, if our data could not be analyzed using 
parametric methods. 
One might argue that the scores of husband and wife are depen-
dent which would therefore invalidate the assumptions of the F-
distribution. MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD (1981) performed multivariate 
analyses of variance on couples as a unit, using husband-wife sums 
to analyze for mean group differences and husband-wife differences 
to analyze for sex differences. We will analyze our data the same 
-- 50 --
way as they did, assuming that parametric tests are allowed on our 
data. 
4.4.2. Sequential Analysis. 
PATTERSON (1974) identified the specific behaviors of 3 family 
members (father, mother, sister) that controlled the initiation 
and maintenance of the subjects' (aggressive boy) hostile behavior 
-- operationally defined as 'yell', 'whine', and 'disapproval' 
responses. A scrutiny of the boy's hostile behavior confirmed the 
existence of a relationship between the behavior of the family and 
that of the boys. PATTERSON found that the use of such a sequen­
tial analysis approach doubles the predictive power compared to 
information based merely on the frequency of occurrence of hostile 
behavior. In a sense, PATTERSON'S study may be construed as a 
replication of findings reported one decade earlier (RAUSH, 1965). 
Since these pioneering efforts, the importance of sequential 
analysis has gained momentum among researchers interested in the 
patterning of communication, normal and abnormal. As a result 
existing models of sequential analysis were adapted for use in 
studying family communication and new methods were developed. 
Among the approaches used are Markov analysis (HERTEL, 1968), Mul­
tivariate Informational Analysis (RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 
1974; VAN DEN BERCKEN, 1979; REVENSTORF, VOGEL, WEGENER, HAHLWEG & 
SCHINDLER, 1980), N-Gram Analysis (REVENSTORF, et al., 1980); 
behavior grammars (BODNAR, 1976; RODGER & ROSEBRUGH, 1979), and 
the Lag Sequential Method (SACKETT, 1978). 
Each method has advantages and disadvantages which vary partic­
ularly depending on the specific purposes of the researcher. GOTT-
MAN (1979), whose studies are closely similar to our own, and on 
whose work much of what is to follow is based, has come to the 
conclusion that, on balance, the Lag Sequential Analysis Method is 
quite promising. Our pilot work has led to the same conclusion. 
The lag method was therefore selected for use. 
SACKETT, HOLM, CROWLEY & HENKINS (1979), summarize well the 
advantage of the Lag Sequential Analysis Method. These include 
"...(1) obtaining measures of contingency among behaviors 
far apart in time or sequentially occurring events, (2) 
obtaining direct measures of cyclicity for a single behavior 
(autocontingency) or phase relationships between a number of 
behaviors (cross-contingency), and (3) yielding much of the 
information available in Markov analysis with far less 
output..."(p. 366). 
SACKETT, et al.'s lag sequential analysis method may be appre­
ciated better perhaps by describing its precursor the Temporal 
Graphical Analysis, which was developed by ANDERSSON (1973). 
ANDERSSON presented a graphical procedure for studying the agonis­
tic and courtship behavior of the Great Skua. She graphed the pro­
portion of observational units that contained a specific behavior 
X (e.g., upright posture) when the criterion behavior С (e.g., 
attack) was observed at time 0. For example, whenever 'attack' 
occurred, ANDERSSON graphed the proportion of units before and 
after 'attack' for which the behavior X (upright posture) was 
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observed. She then computed confidence intervals of the associa­
tions. One of the problems with this analysis is the fact that one 
has to inspect an enormous amount of graphs. Pilot work, done 
under the author's supervision, has led us to conclude that this 
approach is not feasible (KERKHOF, 1976). SACKETT, et al.'s 
improvements on ANDERSSON's method renders it amenable for use in 
our research. Their Lag Sequential Analysis begins by designating 
one behavior as the criterion. This procedure can be repeated such 
that all behaviors may serve as the criterion. A set of probabil­
ity profiles is then constructed to depict which behaviors occur, 
at various distances (in terms of events or time-units) from the 
criterion behavior (called 'lags'). To make the reader more 
acquainted with the lag-concept, we will first describe the gen­
eral procedure of Lag Sequential Analysis, and then more specifi­
cally the concept of positive and negative lag, and the interpre­
tation of the various tables and diagrams presented in this sec­
tion and in Chapter VI. 
The steps to follow are outlined clearly by SACKETT (1979, p. 
624): 
"(1) Choose one of the behaviors occurring in the data as a 
criterion conditional behavior. (2) Count the number of 
times that every behavior follows the criterion as (a) the 
very next behavior (lag=l), (b) the second behavior after 
the criterion (lag=2), (c) the third behavior after the cri­
terion (lag=3), , (d) the MAX LAG behavior after the 
criterion. MAX LAG is the largest sequential step of 
interest to the investigator." 
Peaks in the conditional probability profile indicate lag-
sequential positions with respect to the criterion at which the 
given behavior is more likely to occur. If a likely sequence A-B-C 
is identified following a particular criterion (say. A), one would 
also examine the most likely sequence, obtained with В as cri­
terion, to determine whether behavior С showed a higher than 
unconditional probability at Lag 1 from B. The extent to which 
observed and expected values differ can be tested by applying the 
binomial test. 
GOTTMAN & BAKEMAN (1979, p. 191) say: 
"...As N increases beyond 25, the binomial distribution 
approximates a normal distribution and this approximation is 
rapidly asymptotic if Ρ is close to 1/2 and slowly asymp­
totic when Ρ is near 0 or 1. When Ρ is near 0 or 1, SIEGEL 
(1956) suggested the rule of thumb that NP(l-P) must be at 
least 9 to use the normal approximation. Within these con­
straints the z-statistic (...) is approximately normally 
distributed with zero mean and unit variance, and hence we 
may cautiously conclude that if ζ exceeds - 1.96 the differ­
ence between observed and expected probabilities has reached 
the .05 level of significance..." 
Amongst others, the above has the following implication. The cri­
terion behavior should have a minimal frequency if the assumptions 
of a normal distribution are to hold. As GOTTMAN (1979, p. 69) 
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states: 
"...According to SIEGEL (1956), NPQ <Q = 1-P, C.S.> should 
be at least 9. Most of our Ρ values are near .12, so that N 
= 9/(.12)(.88) = 85. This figure is, thus, a rough guide for 
reporting sequences..." 
We decided to follow this rule of thumb. 
The foregoing will be illustrated by an example presented in 
GOTTMAN & BAKEMAN (1979, p. 195, Table 2). 
Selected Lag Sequential Probabilities of Distressed 
and Nondistressed Couples When Husband's Complaint 
About a Marital Problem is the Criterion Behavior 
Behavior 
Lag 
3 
Nondistressed Couples 
Wife Complaint 
Wife Agreement 
Husband Complaint 
Husband Agreement 
z-score 
Distressed Couples 
.24 
. 3 0 * 
.00 
.02 
.13 
.05 
. 3 8 * 
.11 
.18 
. 1 9 * 
.14 
.07 
.16 
.09 
. 2 6 * 
.07 
.17 
. 1 5 * 
.17 
.08 
.18 
.11 
.22 
.07 
9.77 10.31 5.11 3.57 2.38 
Wife Complaint 
Wife Agreement 
Husband Complaint 
Husband Agreement 
z-score 
. 2 3 * .11 
.16 »03 
.00 . 3 3 * 
.01 .07 
3 .90 9 . 1 1 2 
. 1 7 * 
.08 
.15 
.05 
.50 5 
.14 
.05 
. 2 5 * 
.06 
.02 
.16 
.06 
.17 
.06 
__ 
.12 
.09 
. 2 0 * 
.07 
2 . 1 0 
Note: Twenty-four behaviors were coded, but the four selected here 
always included the highest z-scores. At each lag, the behavior 
with the highest z-score is noted with an asterisk and that 
z-score is given. 
GOTTMAN, MARKMAN & NOTARIUS (1977) coded the behavior of a 
group of distressed and nondistressed married couples with the 
content codes of the Couples' Interaction Scoring System (CISS). 
The table above shows the transition probabilities for two, of the 
original 24 coded behaviors, for the husband and two of the 
behavior of the wife. Most discussions on marital issues start 
off with a complaint -- which is the category Problem Information 
or Feelings About a Problem, comprised of the codes Generalized 
Problem Talk, Relationship Issue Problem Talk, Feelings, and 
Blurp. The nondistressed couples cycle through agreement after a 
complaint. This sequence was called 'validation' by GOTTMAN and 
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his associates. The distressed couples react to a complaint with a 
complaint, a sequence that was called 'cross-complaining'. The 
table also shows that at lag 6 for nondistressed couples the tran-
sition probabilities return to their unconditional levels (all z-
scores are négligeable). Important in the interpretation of 
tables like this is the fact that the highest significant z-score 
at each lag is indicated. E.g., for the nondistressed couples at 
lag 1 after a husband's complaint, the probability of a consequent 
wife's complaint might significantly be increased. However, the 
z-score associated with consequent wife's agreement is highest at 
that lag. 
To get the reader further acquainted with the lag-concept and 
the interpretation of the diagrams and tables (which are included 
in Appendices К and Ρ), we will present some analyses with posi­
tive and negative lags. Some categories may within reason be con­
sidered to be the starting point of a chain. They will undoubtedly 
be controlled by antecedent stimuli, but are nevertheless somewhat 
independent. One might refer to these categories as actions or 
'stimuli', for example, PROBLEM DESCRIBING and CONTRIBUTING TO A 
SOLUTION. 
For other categories it makes more sense to inspect the preced­
ing category, because it may be considered a response to a 
stimulus complex. One might refer to this set of categories as 
'reactions' or 'responses'. Examples are INTERRUPTING, CONSENT­
ING, and DISSENTING. It makes more sense to analyze these 
categories with negative lags, which is achieved by reversing the 
dataset. 
The concepts of positive and negative lag are illustrated in 
Figure 4.A. 
FIGURE 4.A 
Lagged behaviors (BEH) preceding and following a criterion behavior 
> process in time 
BEH BEH BEH CRITERION BEH BEH BEH 
I I II 
| +-lag=-l--+| 
•lag=-2---+ 
-lag=-3 + + lag=3 
Il I I |+--lag=l--+ | 
I I 
+---lag=2 + 
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To illustrate the diagrams and the tables, we will present the 
analysis of PROBLEM DESCRIBING for the nondistressed couples with 
positive lags (Table 4.6). The reader is referred to Tables 16, 
17 and 18 in Appendix К for the comparable results of the dis­
tressed and conflict couples. 
A highly significant (above 1.96) z-score indicates that the 
probability of the frequency of that behavior, given the criterion 
(conditional probability) is higher than that predicted on the 
basis of the baserate of that behavior (unconditional probabil­
ity) . The fact that the z-score for behavior A is higher than the 
z-score for behavior В does not necessarily mean that behavior A 
is more likely to occur at that lag with that particular cri­
terion. It may be, for example, that behavior A has a very low 
baserate. For a better picture, one should take the conditional 
probability into account. This is actually done in chapter VI 
where the Tables 1 to 10 from Appendix Ρ -- and these are derived 
partly from Tables 1 to 30 in Appendix К -- are described with the 
most likely sequences with a particular category as the criterion 
in each table. These tables are comparable to the ones presented 
in GOTTMAN (1979, e.g., p. 114). 
When we inspect Table 4.6 (and Tables 17 and 18 in Appendix Κ), 
we see that the probability of consequent CONSENTING as a response 
to PROBLEM DESCRIBING is increased for both distressed and con­
flict couples. For the distressed couples the probability of con­
sequent INTERRUPTING is significantly increased. 
We will now illustrate the concept of negative lag by present­
ing the results of an analysis of CONSENTING as the criterion for 
the nondistressed couples (Table 4.7). For the analyses of CON­
SENTING for the distressed and conflict couples the reader is 
referred to Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix K. 
The analysis reveals that for all couples CONSENTING increases 
the probability of antecedent PROBLEM DESCRIBING. For the nondis­
tressed couples and the conflict couples a relation exists between 
CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION and CONSENTING. For the distressed 
couples and conflict husbands the probability of NAGGING is 
strongly increased before CONSENTING (9). Before presenting the 
results of the frequential and sequential analysis in the next 
chapters, we need to present the computer-program that was used to 
analyze our data sequentially. 
(9) When the text reads, e.g., for conflict husbands behavior X 
is increased", this is always meant to be read as "when the 
behavior of the conflict husband is taken as the criterion, 
the probability of (antecedent, consequent) X is increased". 
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TABLE 4.6 
Results of the Sequential Analysis of the MICS-Categories of the 
Nondistressed Couples with DESCRIBING as the Criterion Behavior 
(Positive Lags) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM H DESC( 792) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W CONS 
Z: 26.8 
P: 0.43 
W INTR 
Z: 8.0 
P: 0.07 
W DISS 
Z: 5.4 
P: 0.05 
W PFEA 
Z: 4.0 
P: 0.04 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
SPEA 
6.4 
0.62 
BLUR 
3.3 
0.05 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
CONS 
10.6 
0.25 
DISS 
2.5 
0.04 
PFEA 
2.2 
0.03 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM W DESC( 855) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H CONS H BLUR H CONS 
Z: 27.0 Z: 6.7 Z: 7.6 
P: 0.46 P: 0.10 P: 0.23 
H INTR SPEA 
Z: 10.2 Z: 6.5 
P: 0.07 P: 0.60 
H DISS 
Z: 3.8 
P: 0.04 
CONS = CONSENTING DISS = DISSENTING PFEA = FEATURES 
BLUR = BLURPING INTR = INTERRUPTING DESC = DESCRIBING 
SPEA = any code by the speaker of the criterion behavior 
Frequency of the criterion behaviors between brackets. 
H = Husband; W = Wife 
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TABLE 4.7 
Results of the Sequential Analysis of the MICS-Categories of the 
Nondistressed Couples with CONSENTING as the Criterion Behavior 
(Negative Lags) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM H CONS( 592) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 7.9 Z: 5.6 Z: 27.9 
P: 0.33 P: 0.62 P: 0.66 
W INTR W SOLL 
Ζ: 4.0 Ζ: 6.3 
Ρ: 0.05 Ρ: 0.06 
W PAUS 
Ζ: 3.5 
Ρ: 0.04 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM W C0NS( 527) 
LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC 
Z: 11.0 Z: 
P: 0.37 P: 
SPEA H DESC 
5.1 Z: 27.8 
0.61 P: 0.65 
H SOLL H PAUS H SOLL 
Z: 3.2 Z: 2.9 Z: 8.9 
P: 0.04 P: 0.03 P: 0.07 
H PFEA 
Z: 2.7 
P: 0.03 
CONS = CONSENTING DESC = DESCRIBING INTR = INTERRUPTING 
PAUS = PAUSING PFEA = FEATURES 
SPEA = any code delivered by the speaker of the criterion behavior 
Frequency of the criterion behavior in between brackets. 
H = Husband; W = Wife 
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SACKETT, et al. have constructed a computer program (LAGS) for 
generating lag conditional probabilities and associated measures 
for assessing statistical significance. Appendix H presents and 
describes our version of LAGS, adapted to our computer facilities. 
An important change in the original program was effected in the 
computation of the z-score. 
The formula for 'z' is as follows (GOTTMAN, 1979, p. 33): 
+ + 
| χ - NP | 
I г = | 
| SQRT(NPQ) | 
+ + 
where χ = the observed joint frequency of the criterion and the 
behavior, 
N = the frequency of the criterion, 
Ρ = the unconditional frequency of the behavior, and 
Q = 1 - Ρ 
In the original version of LAGS the formula for the computation 
of ζ is : 
+ + 
| Observed-Expected | 
Ι ζ = - | 
I Standard Deviation | 
+ + 
where Observed (or OBS) = the observed joint frequency of the cri­
terion and the behavior, divided by the frequency of the criterion 
(NCRIT in the computer-program), 
Expected (or EXP) = the frequency of the behavior, divided 
by the total number of observations (TOTIME in the computer-
program) , and 
the standard deviation = EXP * (1 - EXP), divided by the 
total number of observations (or TOTIME). 
There is a mistake in the computation of the standard devia­
tion. EXP * (1 - EXP) should not be divided by the total number 
of observations (TOTIME), but by the frequency of the criterion 
(NCRIT). 
It is neccessary to control the already impressive overload of 
data. RAUSH (1965) showed that immediately prior social behavior 
accounted for 30% of the variance in the performance of ongoing 
social behavior. Similarly, KARPOWITZ (1971) showed that roughly 
half of the social events of significance in controlling a child's 
behavior lies in the immediately preceding event (PATTERSON, in: 
CAIRNS, 1979). On the basis of this evidence it was decided to set 
MAXLAG (the maximum lag chosen in the analysis) at 3, unless oth­
erwise stated. 
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4.5. Analysis of the Comments of the Spouses. 
The comments of the subjects on the nonverbal behavior of their 
spouses were recorded on audio-tape. Appendix I presents, for 
illustrative purposes, a verbatim segment of the comments of hus-
band and wife. The comments were analyzed by two coders, who were 
'blind' to the distress/nondistress status of the couples, as fol-
lows. Listening to these tapes, the coders together recorded (a) 
the number of the floorswitch at which the subject made a comment, 
(b) the behavior as described by the subject, (c) the interpreta-
tion of the behavior by the subject, and (d) the impact of this 
behavior (positive, neutral or negative). Next, the coders turned 
to the video-tapes for describing the nonverbal behavior commented 
upon. This task had two purposes: the identification of possible 
clusters and relating these to their impact, and exploration of 
the possibility of congruence between the cues and the Affect 
Code. 
The comments were then grouped in terms of (a) gender (husband, 
wife), (b) channel of communication (face, voice, body), (c) 
impact (positive, neutral, negative), and, (d) marital distress-
satisfaction. 
+ + 
|224 (m) en ik ben inderdaad doof, ik hoor zo nu en dan niet wat 
j je zegt 
¡225 (v) nee 
¡226 (vs) precies (ms) <LACHT> 
|227 (m) als je zegt daar is <LACHT> mevrouw Jansen, dan versta 
| ik daar heb je Jansen, en dan denk ik van 
¡228 (ms) nee dat is'm niet (vs) NEE 
¡229 (v) <LACHEND:> 'tis'r WEL 
¡230 (vs) <LACHT> (ms) <LACHT> 
¡ SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg. 33) 
+ 
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V. RESULTS: FREQUENTIAL ANALYSIS 
5.1. Introduction 
In the two chapters to follow, the results of the more 'techni-
cal' and raore 'quantitative' analyses will be presented. In this 
chapter, we will present the results of the frequential analyses: 
(a) the analyses of the verbatims and speech disturbances; (b) the 
analyses of the content (MICS-) codes and categories; (c) the ana-
lyses of the agreement by disagreement ratio; (d) the analyses of 
the Affect Code; and (e) the analyses of 'Not Tracking'. Before 
doing so, we will inspect the number of coded acts and their dis-
tribution. 
Table 5.1 presents the number of coded acts which were obtained 
during the Habituation Phase and the Marital Problem Discussion 
for all spouses and couples. Inspection of Table 5.1 reveals that 
the conflict couples delivered most acts, and the distressed cou-
ples the least, and that there is no difference between husbands 
and wives, in this respect. Moreover, more acts are delivered --
relatively speaking -- in the habituation period than during the 
experimental task proper (Marital Problem Discussion). 
Table 5.2 presents the frequency distribution of the codes of 
the Marital Interaction Coding System during the Marital Problem 
Discussion. Inspection of this table reveals that the codes of the 
MICS have very divergent unconditional relative frequencies: one 
third of all content codes are Problem Descriptions; the three 
most frequent codes (Problem Description, Assent, Talk) total over 
half of the dataset; and, 80% of the dataset consists of 8 codes. 
Conversely, the eight codes with the lowest unconditional relative 
frequencies (Compromise, Compliance, Noncompliance, Normative, 
Excuse, Humor, Command, Approve) together make up only 2.5% of the 
total dataset. These figures are comparable to those reported in 
HAHLWEG, et al. (1979). The differences that can be found are 
most likely a task-effect. HAHLWEG, et al. used the Inventory of 
Marital Conflicts, which results, amongst others, in an increase 
in the code Normative. 
This table highlights the low baserate of clinically relevant 
events (cfr., PATTERSON, 1974). On the basis of these figures, it 
makes sense to drop the code Problem Description (and Talk) from 
the analysis, as was done by JACOBSON (1977). 
It was decided to analyze the differences between the groups of 
couples using nonparametric statistics. There are three reasons 
for this. First, the sample studied is rather small (9 couples, or 
18 subjects in each group). Second, the distribution characteris-
tics of most variables were 'abnormal'. For some variables -- in 
particular the content codes -- (arcsine) transformation did not 
really improve the distribution characteristics. Finally, the 
variances and covariances were not homogeneous -- again, this was 
particularly so for the content codes. 
The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test was used to test 
differences between husbands and wives, and differences between 
the Habituation Phase and the Marital Problem Discussion. 
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TABLE 5.1 
Number of Coded Acts for All Spouses and Couples In the 
Habituation Phase and the Marital Problem Discussion 
Nondistressed Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 
Distressed Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 
Conflict Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 
Husbands 
Wives 
Habituation 
Phase 
595 
595 
1,190 
531 
469 
1,000 
692 
704 
1,396 
1,718 
1,768 
Marital 
Problem 
Discussion 
2,307 
2,243 
4,650 
2,129 
2,115 
4,244 
2,633 
2,587 
5,220 
7,079 
7,045 
Sum 
2,902 
2,938 
5,840 
2,660 
2,584 
5,244 
3,325 
3,691 
7,016 
8,797 
8,813 
Total 3,486 14,124 17,610 
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TABLE 5.2 
Distribution of the Codes of the Marital Interaction Coding System 
in the Marital Problem Discussion 
(Percentages) 
% 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 
•-+ 
-+--+ 
--+ 
I I I I I I I I-
PD AS TA DG QU IN AG NR LA CR PU PS AR CP DR NS AP CM HM EX N0 
PD=Problem Descrip. AS=Assent 
DG=Disagree QU=Question 
AG=Agree NR=No Response 
CR=Criticize PU=Put Down 
AR=Accept Respons. CP=Complain 
NS=Negative Solution AP=Approve 
HM=Humor EX=Excuse 
TA=Talk 
IN=Interrupt 
LA=Laugh 
PS=Positive Solution 
DR=Deny Respons. 
CM=Command 
N0=Normative 
Compliance, Compromise, and Noncompliance are not included, 
because of their low frequency in the dataset 
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The Mann-Whitney U-Test was used to test differences between 
the nondistressed and distressed couples, and the nondistressed 
and conflict couples. It was decided not to test differences 
between distressed and conflict couples, to prevent capitalization 
on chance. For these analyses, the data that were gathered in the 
Marital Problem Discussion are used, unless otherwise stated. The 
analyses of sex-effect and condition-effect are based on the data 
gathered in the Marital Problem Discussion, as well as in the 
Habituation Phase. 
Repeated application of a test to the same sample for several 
(correlated) dependent variables, as is done in our study, may 
result in capitalization on chance. Therefore, the sum of the 
alphas for each univariate test was set at .10. Univariate tests 
were used because of the exploratory character of our study. The 
results should, therefore, be viewed more as indicative, not as 
definitive. 
The reader will notice that all tests are 2-tailed, which is 
not a realistic assumption for the differences between the groups 
in our study. Generally speaking, one expects the nondistressed 
couples to deliver more positive codes and less negative codes 
than the distressed and conflict couples. 
5.2. Analysis of the Verbatims 
The following variables taken from the verbatims were counted 
by the computer and used in the analysis. The last two variables 
are indicative of the 'level of verbal activity' of the interac-
tants: 
1) the number of speech disturbances; 
2) the 'non-Ah' Speech Disturbance Ratio (all disturbances 
except 'Ah', 'Ehm', etc., divided by the number of words); 
3) the 'Ah' Speech Disturbance Ratio or Filled Pause ('Ah', 
'Ehm', etc., divided by the number of words); 
4) the number of words ; and 
5) Unfilled Pause or Total Silence (in periods of half seconds). 
'NON-AH' SPEECH DISTURBANCE RATIO. Mann-Whitney U-Tests on the 
'Non-Ah' Speech Disturbance Ratio revealed no differences between 
nondistressed and distressed, and nondistressed and conflict cou-
ples . 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests revealed a signifi-
cant difference between the Habituation Phase and the Marital 
Problem Discussion (z = -6.28, p<.000), with the highest Ratio 
during the M.P.D. There was also a significant difference between 
husbands and wives (z = -2.72, p<.006), with husbands showing a 
higher ratio. 
'AH' SPEECH DISTURBANCE RATIO or FILLED PAUSES. Mann-Whitney 
U-Tests revealed no differences between the nondistressed and dis-
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tressed, and the nondistressed and conflict couples. 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests also revealed differ­
ences between the Habituation Phase and the Marital Problem Dis­
cussion (z = -6.39, p<.000)) and differences between husbands and 
wives (z = -2.55, p<.01). 
NUMBER OF WORDS. Mann-Whitney U-Tests revealed a tendency 
towards a difference between nondistressed and distressed couples 
in the number of words produced during both the Habituation Phase 
and the Marital Problem Discussion (with ζ = -1.64, and -1.94, 
respectively, and p<.09 and p<.05, respectively). No differences 
between nondistressed and conflict couples were observed. 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks Tests revealed a signifi­
cant difference between the Habituation Phase and the Marital 
Problem Discussion (z = -3.12, p<.000). Significantly more words 
were used during the Marital Problem Discussion. There were no 
differences between husbands and wives (in the amount of words 
used). 
UNFILLED PAUSES (Total Duration of Pauses, regardless their 
Length). Mann-Whitney U-Tests revealed a significant difference 
between nondistressed and distressed couples during the Marital 
Problem Discussion (z = -2.04, P<.05), with the nondistressed cou­
ples scoring highest. 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests revealed significant 
more pauses during the Marital Problem Discussion (z = -6.39, 
p<.000). No differences between husbands and wives were found. 
SUMMARY. The analyses of the verbatims indicate that the 
stress, caused by the couples having to discuss their problems in 
front of a camera -- and assuming that the Non-Ah Disturbance 
Ratio measures this stress -- is more or less the same for all 
couples regardless their satisfaction-distress status. Further­
more, the interaction of the conflict couples is the liveliest and 
that of the distressed couples the flattest. It is because of 
this effect that we will transform raw frequencies into propor­
tions. 
Apparently, husbands experience more stress or anxiety than 
their wives in a situation where spouses have to discuss their 
main marital problem(s). This is to be expected from a tradi­
tional role-division point of view. 
5.3. Analyses of the Content Codes and Categories 
DISTRESS VERSUS NONDISTRESS. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 present the 
results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests on the differences between 
nondistressed and distressed, and nondistressed and conflict cou­
ples, with regard to content codes. 
Compared to the distressed couples, the nondistressed couples 
laugh significantly more during the Habituation Phase. The dis­
tressed couples deliver significantly more Disagree and Command. 
Compared to the conflict couples, the nondistressed couples 
deliver significantly more Assent. The conflict couples deliver 
(as do the distressed couples) significantly more Disagree and 
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TABLE 5.3 
Results of the Maim-Whitney U-Tests on the Content Codes of 
Nondistressed, Distressed, and Conflict Couples During the 
Habituation Phase 
Mean Mann-Whitney Mean Mann-Whitney 
Rank U-Test Rank U-Test 
MICS-Code -
ND DD ζ sign. ND CF ζ sign. 
Humor 20 16 -1.30 η.s. 16 20 -1.21 η.s. 
Laugh 22 14 -2.48 p<.01 17 19 -0.60 η.s. 
Agree 20 16 -1.20· η.s. 19 17 -0.68 η.s. 
Approve 
Accept Responsib. 17 19 -0.50 n.s. 18 18 -1.43 n.s. 
Assent 21 15 -1.50 n.s. 22 15 -1.99 p<.04 
Compliance 
Normative 17 19 -0.65 n.s. 16 20 -1.47 n.s. 
Problem Descript. 20 16 -0.96 n.s. 20 16 -1.04 n.s. 
Question 19 17 -0.58 n.s. 17 19 -0.71 n.s. 
Neg. Solution 
Pos. Solution 
Compromise 
Talk 19 17 -0.53 n.s. 18 18 -0.15 n.s. 
Command 16 20 -2.08 p<.03 16 20 -2.36 p<.01 
Disagree 14 22 -2.15 p<.03 15 21 -1.77 p<.07 
Noncompliance 
Deny Responsib. 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
Interrupt 20 16 -1.42 n.s. 18 18 -0.23 n.s. 
No Response 17 19 -0.78 n.s. 17 19 -0.43 n.s. 
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TABLE 5.4 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests on the Content Codes of 
Nondistressed, Distressed, and Conflict Couples During the 
Marital Problem Discussion 
Mean Mann-Whitney Mean Mann-Whitney 
Rank U-Test Rank U-Test 
MICS-Code - -
ND DD ζ sign. ND CF ζ sign. 
Humor 
Laugh 
Agree 
Approve 
Accept Responsib. 
Assent 
Compliance 
Normative 
Problem Descript. 
Question 
Neg. Solution 
Pos. Solution 
Compromise 
Talk 
Command 
Disagree 
Noncompliance 
Deny Responsib. 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
Interrupt 
No Response 
22 
24 
23 
22 
16 
23 
14 
20 
21 
17 
22 
18 
19 
18 
13 
10 
17 
15 
15 
15 
15 
12 
17 
16 
14 -3.41 p<.00 
12 -2.59 p<.01 
13 
14 
20 
13 
22 
-2.78· 
-2.18 
-1.01 
-2.99 
-2.60 
p<.00 
p<.02 
n.s. 
p<.00 
p<.01 
16 -0.95 n.s. 
15 -1.61 n.s. 
19 -0.60 n.s. 
14 -2.20 p<.02 
18 -0.18 n.s. 
17 -1.43 n.s. 
18 -0.18 n.s. 
23 -2.96 p<.00 
26 -4.42 p<.00 
20 -1.78 n.s. 
21 -1.57 n.s. 
21 -1.74 n.s. 
21 -1.98 p<.04 
21 -2.11 p<.03 
24 -3.36 p<.00 
19 -0.69 n.s. 
20 -0.87 n.s. 
24 12 -3.44 p<.00 
22 14 -2.02 p<.04 
22 
21 
16 
23 
19 
14 
15 
20 
13 
17 
-2.24 
-1.97 
-0.99 
-3.06 
-0.47 
P< 
P< 
η 
P< 
n, 
.02 
.04 
.s. 
.00 
.s. 
20 16 -1.37 n.s. 
21 15 -1.89 n.s. 
17 19 -0.53 n.s. 
21 15 -2.02 p<.04 
19 17 -0.79 n.s. 
19 17 -1.43 n.s. 
16 20 -1.13 n.s. 
19 17 -0.62 n.s. 
12 24 -3.14 p<.00 
18 18 0.0 n.s. 
12 24 -3.27 p< .00 
16 20 -1.42 n.s. 
14 22 -2.49 p<.01 
16 20 -1.46 n.s. 
11 25 -3.87 p<.00 
14 22 -2.37 p<.01 
19 17 -0.52 n.s. 
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Command during this Habituation Phase. 
Compared to the distressed couples, the nondistressed couples 
deliver significantly more Humor, Laugh, Agree, Approve, Assent, 
and Negative Solution during the Marital Problem Discussion. The 
distressed couples deliver significantly more Disagree, Command, 
Criticize, Excuse, and Put Down during this task. They tend to 
deliver more Complain. 
Compared to the conflict couples, the nondistressed couples 
deliver significantly more Humor, Laugh, Agree, Approve, Assent, 
and Negative Solution. The conflict couples deliver significantly 
more Disagree, Deny Responsibility, Criticize, Put Down, and 
Interrupt. 
When we look at the analyses of the content categories, i.e, 
when codes are combined (1), the nondistressed couples, compared 
to the distressed couples deliver more CONSENTING and JOKING. The 
distressed couples deliver more DISSENTING and NAGGING. Further-
more, they have the tendency to deliver more FEATURES. 
Compared to the nondistressed couples, the conflict couples 
deliver more DISSENTING and NAGGING (as do the distressed cou-
ples), and have the tendency to interrupt more. The nondistressed 
couples deliver more CONSENTING. 
HUSBAND VERSUS WIFE. Apart from a tendency of the wives to 
deliver more Put Down (sarcastic remarks) and the husbands to 
deliver more Talk, there are no great differences in content codes 
between husbands and wives. This can be seen in Table 1 in Appen-
dix J. 
HABITUATION PHASE VERSUS MARITAL PROBLEM DISCUSSION. There are 
massive differences in the content codes between the Habituation 
Phase and the Marital Problem Discussion, as can be seen in Table 
2 in Appendix J. The Habituation Phase is characterized by Laugh, 
Problem Description, and Question. The Marital Problem Discussion 
is characterized, as may be expected in a conflict resolution 
task, by the codes Positive and Negative Solution. Furthermore, 
Approve and Accept Responsibility are characteristic for the MPD, 
as are the more 'eversive codes Disagree, Deny Responsibility, 
Complain, Criticize, Excuse, Put Down, and Interrupt. 
5.4. Analysis of the Agreement/Disagreement-Ratio 
A number of authors (2) report the discriminatory power of a 
simple measure, the ratio of agreement to disagreement. A value 
above 1 is generally regarded as indicative of 'normal' or 'not 
disturbed' families or marriages. GOTTMAN (1979) uses the ratio 
of agreement to agreement plus disagreement, since this ratio 
never entails dividing by zero if there were no disagreements (3). 
We will follow his procedure for comparison purposes. A value 
above .50 will be considered 'normal' or 'nondistressed'. 
(1) cfr., KLEIN HESSELINK, 1981 
(2) CHEEK, 1964; GOTTMAN, 1979; LENNARD & BERNSTEIN, 1967; MISHLER 
& WAXLER, 1968; RISKIN & FAUNCE, 1972 
(3) This is indeed the case for a number of nondistressed spouses 
during the Habituation Phase. 
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TABLE 5.5 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests for the Ratio of Agreement to 
Disagreement of the Nondistressed, Distressed, and Conflict 
Husbands and Wives 
Habituation 
Phase 
Marital 
Problem 
Discussion 
Husbands 
Wives 
Husbands 
Wives 
Mean 
Rank 
ND ] 
12 
12 
12 
12 
DD 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Mann-Whitney 
U-Test 
ζ 
-2.23 
-2.54 
-3.48 
-2.69 
sign. 
p<. 
p<. 
?< 
P< 
.025 
.011 
.00 
.00 
Mean 
Rank 
ND 1 
11 
12 
13 
12 
:F 
8 
6 
5 
6 
Mann-Whitney 
U-Test 
ζ 
-1.21 
-2.20 
-3.31 
-2.69 
sign. 
n, 
p<. 
?< 
p<, 
,s. 
.02 
.00 
,00 
ND = Nondistressed Couples 
DD = Distressed Couples 
CF = Conflict Couples 
ζ = Difference Between Ranks 
sign. = Associated Level of Significance 
TABLE 5.6 
Comparison of the Agreement/Disagreement-Ratios of our 
Study with G0TTMAN, et al. (1977) and the Re-Analysis of 
the RAUSH, et al. (1974) Data, Reported in G0TTMAN (1979) 
Husband 
Wife 
Couple 
Our 
ND 
.85 
.83 
.84 
Study 
DD 
.55 
.63 
.59 
CF 
.55 
.65 
.58 
GOTTMAN et al. 
ND 
.66 
.76 
.71 
DD 
.46 
.39 
.43 
RAUSH et al 
HA DI 
.38 .26 
ND = Nondistressed 
DD = Distressed 
CF = Conflict 
HA = Harmonious 
DI = Discordant 
Η = Husband 
W = Wife 
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DISTRESS VERSUS NONDISTRESS. As is shown in Table 5.5, the 
Mann-Whitney U-Test of the agreement/disagreement-ratio -- the 
frequency of the category CONSENTING (Agree, Accept Responsibil-
ity, Assent, Compliance), divided by the frequency of the category 
DISSENTING (Disagreement, Command, Noncompliance, Deny Responsi-
bility) plus CONSENTING -- reveals a significant difference 
between the nondistressed and distressed, and the nondistressed 
and conflict couples. Table 5.6 summarizes the means of the 
ratios for the nondistressed, distressed, and conflict husbands 
and wives in our study, and those reported in GOTTMAN, et al. 
(1977) and in the re-analysis of RAUSH, et al. (1974), reported in 
GOTTMAN (1979). 
Compared to the results reported in GOTTMAN (1979, p. 107), our 
nondistressed couples have a higher ratio than his nondistressed 
couples, and our distressed couples a higher ratio than his dis-
tressed couples. The most likely explanation is that his category 
Disagreement includes more negative behaviors, comparable to our 
codes Criticize, Put Down, Excuse, and the like. 
The fact that the means of our ratios are all above .50, i.e., 
in the 'normal' range, might be caused by the fact that the code 
Assent is included in the category CONSENTING. This code has a 
relatively high baserate; two-thirds of all codes in this category 
are Assents. In the literature (e.g., MISHLER & WAXLER, 1968) 
Assent (or Acknowledgment) is usually not included in the ratio of 
agreement to disagreement. 
To shed some light on this issue, we have included Table 5.7 in 
which three types of agreement to disagreement ratios are com-
pared. These were calculated over the data obtained during the 
M.P.D. Table 5.7 reveals that the ratios of CONSENTING, divided 
by CONSENTING, DISSENTING plus NAGGING, are very similar to 
GOTTMAN's ratios of agreement to disagreement. However, the ratio 
of the MICS-codes Agree to Agree plus Disagree, are probably 
better discriminators. The ratios for the distressed and conflict 
spouses are all far below .501 
HUSBAND VERSUS WIFE. A Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks 
Test on the Agreement/Disagreement-Ratio of husbands and wives, 
reveal that in general the wives show a tendency to have a higher 
ratio than the husbands (z = -1.60; p<.10). It can, therefore, 
tentatively be concluded that wives are more positive than hus-
bands in the verbal channel. 
HABITUATION PHASE VERSUS MARITAL PROBLEM DISCUSSION. A Wil-
coxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test on the ratio of Agreement to 
Disagreement of the Habituation Phase compared to the Marital 
Problem Discussion reveal that this ratio is much higher in the 
first condition (z = -4.98; p<.000). 
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TABLE 5.7 
Comparison of Three Types of Agreement/Disagreement-Ratios (Means) 
CONS Ag CONS 
CONS+DISS Ag+Dg CONS+DISS+NAGG 
Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife 
Nondistressed .85 
Distressed .55 
Conflict .55 
83 
63 
65 
.64 
.28 
.34 
.60 
.29 
.40 
.81 
.42 
.44 
.76 
.49 
.43 
TABLE 5.8 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests on the Affect Codes of 
Nondistressed, Distressed, and Conflict Husband and Wife 
Mean Mann-Whitney Mean Mann-Whitney 
Rank U-Test Rank U-Test 
Affect ND-DD ζ sign. ND-CF ζ sign. 
Habituation Husbands 
Phas e 
Negative 5 13 -3.16 p<.00 8 10 -1.45 n.s. 
Neutral 8 10 -0.50 n.s. 9 9 -0.22 n.s. 
Positive 11 7 -1.86 p<.06 9 9-0.22 n.s. 
Wives 
Negative 6 12 -2.14 p<.03 10 8 -1.39 n.s. 
Neutral 11 7 -1.61 n.s. 9 9 -0.30 n.s. 
Positive 11 7 -1.54 n.s. 8 10 -1.14 n.s. 
Marital Husbands 
Problem 
Discussion Negative 5 13 -3.28 p<.00 7 11 -1.46 n.s. 
Neutral 10 8 -0.66 n.s. 8 10 -1.10 n.s. 
Positive 13 5 -2.78 p<.00 12 6 -2.25 p<.02 
Wives 
Negative 6 12 -2.52 p<.01 6 12 -2.52 p<.01 
Neutral 11 7 -1.28 n.s.10 8 -0.88 n.s. 
Positive 13 5 -3.04 p<.00 12 6 -2.69 p<.00 
ND = Nondistressed Couples 
DD = Distressed Couples 
CF = Conflict Couples 
ζ = Difference Between Ranks 
sign. = Level of Significance 
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TABLE 5.9 
Results of the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests for the 
Affect Codes of the Husbands and Wives 
Affect Code 
Positive Affect 
Neutral Affect 
Positive Affect 
Ties 
17 
7 
4 
Husband Wife 
Number Mean Number Mean 
10 17.20 27 19.67 
25 24.84 22 23.05 
30 26.97 20 23.30 
Wilcoxon 
ζ sign. 
-2.70 p<.007 
-0.60 n.s. 
-1.65 p<.09 
TABLE 5.10 
Results of the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Tests for the 
Affect Codes of the Habituation Phase and Marital Problem 
Discussion 
Affect Code 
Negative Affect 
Neutral Affect 
Positive Affect 
TABLE 5.11 
Comparison of the 
Affect 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Affect 
RAUSH et al. 
Disc. 
.04 
.69 
.27 
Harm. 
.11 
.74 
.15 
Ties 
14 
6 
4 
Data 
M.P.D. Habituation Wilcoxon 
Number Mean Number Mean ζ sign. 
36 21.28 4 13.50 -4.78 p<.000 
27 22.59 21 26.95 -0.22 n.s. 
9 11.33 41 28.61 -5.16 p<.000 
ι from Our Study with GOTTMAN (1979) 
GOTTMAN Our Study 
DD ND DD ND CF 
.10 .12 .12 .52 .20 
.65 .85 .21 .32 .33 
.25 .03 .65 .15 .45 
Disc. = Discordant Couples 
Harm. = Harmonious Couples 
DD = Distressed Couples 
ΝΏ = Nondistressed Couples 
CF = Conflict Couples 
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5.5. Analysis of the Affect Codes 
DISTRESS VERSUS NONDISTRESS. Table 5.8 reveals no differences 
in neutral affect between nondistressed, distressed, and conflict 
husbands and wives during the Habituation Phase, nor during the 
Marital Problem Discussion. During the Habituation Phase, we 
notice larger differences between nondistressed and distressed 
husbands than between nondistressed and distressed wives in posi­
tive and negative affect. No differences between distressed and 
conflict couples are observed during this first phase. 
During the Marital Problem Discussion, we observe larger 
differences between nondistressed wives and conflict wives than 
between nondistressed husbands and conflict husbands. Generally, 
the distressed and conflict couples are less positive than the 
nondistressed couples, and (except for the conflict husbands) more 
negative than the nondistressed couples. 
Table 5.11 compares the means reported in GOTTMAN (1979) and 
the re-analysis of RAUSH, et al. (1974), also reported in GOTTMAN 
(1979), with those in our study. Compared to these studies, the 
scores in our sample are much more extreme. Our nondistressed cou­
ples are much more positive than GOTTMAN's nondistressed couples, 
and our distressed and conflict couples much more negative than 
GOTTMAN's distressed couples. All couples in our study deliver 
far less codes with neutral affect than the couples in GOTTMAN*s 
study and re-analysis of RAUSH, et al.'s data. We will return to 
this in the discussion. Suffice it here to say that it is prob­
ably a result of a different consensus among the coders in our 
study, compared to those in GOTTMAN (1979). 
HUSBAND VERSUS WIFE. Table 5.9 reveals that generally wives 
deliver more codes with negative affect, and the husbands more 
codes with positive affect. This is somewhat in conflict with the 
results on the agreement/disagreement-ratio. Wives tend to be 
more negative nonverbally than verbally. 
HABITUATION PHASE VERSUS MARITAL PROBLEM DISCUSSION. Table 
5.10 reveals that the affect in the Habituation Phase is more 
positive and less negative than in the Marital Problem Discussion. 
5.6. Analysis of 'Not Tracking'. 
As already explained in Chapter IV, the code Not Tracking is 
one of the original nonverbal codes of the MICS. Since there is 
ambiguity in the literature about the discriminatory power of 
gaze, and to be able to compare the reports of characteristic 
negative impact of gaze by the subjects in the Commenting Task --
as we will see in Chapter VII -- it was decided to retain this 
code in our study. The code Not Tracking differs from traditional 
operationalizations of gaze in that it requires the coder to 
observe the listener. It is defined as 'not looking at speaker by 
listener for at least three seconds', and was coded by the same 
team that analyzed the commenting task. A Mann-Whitney U-Test 
reveals a significant difference between the nondistressed and 
distressed couples (U = 2.68, ρ < .01) and the nondistressed and 
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conflict couples (Ü = 2.43, ρ < .01), computed over the number of 
times Not Tracking was observed. The distressed and conflict cou­
ples had significantly more Not Tracking than the nondistressed 
couples. A separate analysis of the duration of Not Tracking shows 
the same results. There were no differences between the dis­
tressed and conflict couples, and no sex effect could be detected. 
An analysis of Not Tracking in the Habituation Phase was not 
performed due to a lack of sufficient observations. 
5.7. Summary 
The frequential analyses, presented in these sections, reveal 
that during the Habituation Period a similar interaction evolves 
with all couples, even though the conflict, and especially the 
distressed couples, are already somewhat negative verbally (Com­
mand, Disagree). During the Marital Problem Discussion a lively 
discussion (Laugh, Humor, Interrupt) develops with the nondis­
tressed couples; they acknowledge their partner (Assent) and are 
ready to agree. Remarkable is their characteristic Negative Solu­
tion, suggesting that both Negative and Positive Solution should 
be considered positive problem solving strategies. 
The distressed couples develop an interaction that is quite 
negative (relatively many codes in the NAGGING category: Complain, 
Criticize, Excuse, and Put Down). This negative interaction in 
verbal behavior is accompanied by negative affect. 
The conflict couples develop an interaction that is verbally 
negative, but not so extreme as with the distressed couples. The 
fact that they do not differ in affect from the nondistressed cou­
ples during the Habituation Phase is quite interesting. The combi­
nation of the dimensions of low versus high conflict, and verbal 
versus nonverbal channel is apparently important in differential 
assessment. We will return to this issue in the discussion. 
Not many differences between husbands and wives can be found. 
Interesting is the fact that wives tend to be verbally more posi­
tive than their husbands, whereas they are nonverbally more nega­
tive then their husbands. 
The Habituation Phase is both verbally and nonverbally more 
positive and less negative than the Marital Problem Discussion. 
Apparently, the novelty-effect of having to discuss a personal 
problem in front of a camera has soon dissipated. Probably, 
because the spouses get involved in their discussion. Moreover, 
these results suggest that the reactive effect of having to dis­
cuss a serious issue with your spouse in front of a camera is not 
terribly strong; probably much less than the effect of having to 
discuss a personal problem with your spouse. 
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VI. RESULTS: SEQUENTIAL ANALYSES 
6.1. Introduction 
In this chapter, we will present the results of the descriptive 
sequential analyses, i.e., analyses based on a MICS-category as 
the criterion, with the other MICS-categories and affect as the 
behavior. Further, we will present the results of the analyses of 
exchange and reciprocity; and, finally, the results of the ana-
lyses of the 'attractiveness-aversiveness' of the content codes 
will be given. 
The reader will recall from the review of the literature that 
was presented in Chapter II, that GOTTMAN (1979, p. 113) identi-
fied three phases (1) based on the relative importance of certain 
content codes in each of these phases: 
"...The beginning third is characterized by local peaks in 
expressing feelings (PF) and in mindreading (MR), and it is 
labeled the 'agenda-building' phase of the discussion, since 
feelings about problems are aired and explored in this 
phase. The task of this phase is getting problems out for 
subsequent discussion. The second phase is characterized by 
local peaks in disagreement (DG) and summarizing self (SS), 
and it is labeled the 'arguing' phase of the discussion. The 
task of this phase is airing disagreements and exploring 
common ground in opinion and feeling about a problem. The 
third phase Is characterized by local peaks in problem solv-
ing and information exchange (PS), agreement (AG), comrauni-
cation talk (CT), and summarizing the other's or both point 
of view (SO). It is labeled the 'negotiation' phase of the 
discussion. The task of this phase is coming to a mutually 
satisfying agreement on how to solve the problem..." 
These three phases appear important in GOTTMAN's analyses and 
in the constrcution of his therapy-program. It was, therefore, 
decided to replicate GOTTMAN's approach, and to divide each Mari-
tal Problem Discussion in three equal parts. The frequencies of 
the ten content categories were summed over all spouses and cou-
ples separately for equal thirds (in terms of coded acts) of each 
couple's discussion. In contrast to GOTTMAN, the values for the 
nondistressed, distressed, and conflict groups were separately 
computed. This made sense to us, since the baserates of the con-
tent codes differ considerably for the three groups of couples, 
and one might expect that this will be reflected in the three 
phases. Table 1 in Appendix L shows that the local peaks in fre-
quencies over phases of the Marital Problem Discussion differ very 
much for the three groups. While it would make sense to treat the 
distribution of categories over phases of the nondistressed 
(1) One wonders why he identified three phases. Why not two, or 
four, or five? 
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couples as the criterion, it was nevertheless decided to discard 
this division scheme in phases altogether (2). An additional 
advantage of not using the tripartite scheme is the fact that 
longer chains of behaviors are available for sequential analysis. 
As a disadvantage was considered the fact that this would make a 
comparison between the results, reported in GOTTMAN (1979), and 
our results quite complicated, if not completely impossible. 
In the following section we will summarize the most important 
results of the analysis of the 10 MICS-categories as the cri­
terion, using our version of the program LAGS. For a more complete 
survey of the results of the sequential analyses of the verbal 
data the reader is referred to SCHAAP, MAARSE, KERKHOF & KLEIN 
HESSELINK (1982) (3), who compare the results of the analysis of 
the MICS-categories with the results obtained by a different pro­
gram, designed specifically for the analysis of verbal data, and 
on the dataset of VAN DEN EIJNDEN, HANDELE & MEEUWISSE (1978). 
Tables 1 through 30 in Appendix К summarize the results of the 
analyses with the MICS-categories as the criterion and the other 
MICS-categories as the behaviors. The maximum lag (MAXLAG) was 
set at 3. This means that strings of 7 behaviors are identified, 
i.e., three antecedent behaviors, the criterion, and three conse­
quent behaviors. Not included in these tables -- again to sim­
plify the interpretation -- are those behaviors that have a lower 
conditional than unconditional relative frequency at a certain lag 
from the criterion; in other words, behaviors that are suppressed. 
For this additional information the reader is referred to SCHAAP & 
DRIESSEN (1982). 
Tables 1 to 10 in Appendix Ρ summarize the most likely 
sequences for the nondistressed, distressed, and conflict husbands 
and wives, with the 10 MICS-categories as the criterion behaviors. 
Behaviors are tabulated in these tables if the z-value is signifi­
cantly higher than 1.96 and, if its conditional probability is 
higher than or equal to .07 — the z-values are indicated between 
brackets. For illustrative purposes. Table 6.1 in the text sum­
marizes the most likely sequences with JOKING (Laugh and Humor) as 
(2) Perhaps the identification of phases in interaction should be 
based on the interaction of each particular couple or their 
interaction style (cfr., GOTTMAN, 1979, Chapter 9), which has 
the additional advantage of taking the nonverbal communication 
into account. 
(3) In this program, a 'speech' or 'utterance' is considered one 
lag. E.g., if the speaker delivers a Problem Description (Pd) 
and a Complain (Cp) in the same speech, and the spouse 
responds with Assent (As) and Disagree (Dg), both Assent and 
Disagree are considered to be events at lag +1, relative to 
Problem Description and Complain. Then, the following transi­
tions are tabulated: Pd-As, Pd-Dg, Cp-As, and Cp-Dg. Surpris­
ingly, using this program we observed 'cross-complaining se­
quences' (Problem Description - Problem Description) among the 
conflict couples, whereas we did not find this using SACKETT's 
program. Further, the main results of SACKETT's program were 
replicated, and many of the sequences, reported by REVENST0RF, 
et al. (1980). 
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the criterion. 
TABLE 6.1 
Most Likely Sequences with JOKING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed Husbands 
JOKING 107 WJO WPD validation sequences 
(.12) (.25) 
WPD --- H** 
(.25) (.59) 
Nondistressed Wives 
JOKING 112 HJO --- HJO 
(.09) (.09) 
JO = JOKING PD = PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
** = any content category delivered by the speaker 
Ncr = frequency of occurrence of the criterion 
Conditional probabilities between brackets (minimum is .07) 
All categories included have significantly high z-scores 
One of the problems in the construction of 'most likely 
sequences' is the fact that the speaker is more likely to continue 
with another act than to give the floor to his/her partner (4). 
This is a reason to be careful with sequences as distilled by 
GOTTMAN (1979) and used to summarize our results (5). Table 6.1 
in the text, as are the tables 1 to 10 in Appendix P, are con­
structed as follows. Categories occurring with a frequency below 
85 were excluded from the analysis -- except for CONTRIBUTING TO A 
SOLUTION, which is generally considered such an important category 
in a problem solving situation. In cases like this, a level of 
significance of at least .01 was used. This value is indicated in 
the second column of these tables. In the first column the cri­
terion behavior and the speaker are indicated. The third column 
indicates the behaviors that are most likely, i.e., that have a 
highly significant z-value and a conditional probability above 
.07, at the first lag, up till lag 6. Tables 1 to 10 in Appendix 
Ρ are constructed in the same manner as are the tables in GOTTMAN 
(1979). The main difference being, naturally, the fact that the 
scheme to code content of speech differs. 
Table 6.1 illustrates the fact that only JOKING delivered by 
the nondistressed spouses occurs often enough -- has a frequency 
of more than 85 -- to be used as the criterion and to get reliable 
(4) About 50% of all first acts of any speaker were followed by at 
least one other act delivered by the same person within the 
same 'speech' or 'utterance'. 
(5) One of the solutions presented in the literature to this prob­
lem, is the introduction of a 'filler' code. This code is 
given to the listener and indicates that the speaker continues 
with another act (cfr., REVENST0RF, et al., 1980). Another 
solution, described and illustrated in SCHAAP & DRIESSEN 
(1982), is to compute probabilities and z-scores over the 
behaviors of the 'speaker' only. 
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results. 
Table 2 in Appendix L summarizes the results of the analysis of 
the MICS-categories as the criterion and the nonverbal response of 
the partner ('context') as the behavior. These results are 
included in the following presentation. 
6.2. Descriptive Analysis. 
Since detailed sequential analysis requires long chains of 
interactions, no sequential analyses were performed on the data 
obtained during the 5 minute Habituation Phase. 
JOKING (JOKI; combines the codes Laugh and Humor). For all 
couples, the conditional probability of JOKING after JOKING is 
much higher than after other categories (as is shown in tables 10 
to 12 in Appendix K). This finding is not surprising if one real­
izes that JOKING is comprised of the code Laugh (and Humor). The 
extremely high probability of reciprocation of this category among 
the distressed partners is remarkable. 'Laughing is contagious'; 
apparently especially for the distressed couples. The fact that 
after JOKING by the husband validation sequences are likely, and 
that after JOKING by the wife the conditional probability of JOK­
ING by the husband continues over two lags, suggest that it is the 
wife that brings the interaction into validation sequences, i.e., 
series of problem descriptions interspersed with assents and 
agree's. 
JOKING increases the probability of consequent positive affect 
by the partner, and decreases the probability of consequent neu­
tral and negative affect for all couples, suggesting that this 
category is generally experienced as positive. The association 
between JOKING and NAGGING for the nondistressed couples is 
interesting. JOKING, apparently, is sometimes experienced as nega­
tive, and most likely, as an 'evasion'. As already pointed out, 
the reader is referred to Appendix Ρ for the tables with the most 
likely sequences that begin with each'category. 
CONSENTING (CONS; combining the codes Accept Responsibility, 
Agree, Assent, Approve, and Compliance). 'Validation sequences' 
(PROBLEM DESCRIBING - CONSENTING) are likely for all couples, but 
they are most likely for nondistressed couples. As can be seen in 
tables 1 to 3 in Appendix K, the category CONSENTING increases the 
probability of an antecedent NAGGING for distressed husbands, 
distressed wives, and conflict husbands. This association between 
CONSENTING and NAGGING is somewhat strange. One wonders if NAGGING 
is used as a strategy to draw the attention of the partner (6). 
We will refer to these sequences as 'yes, Dear'-sequences. 
The relationship between this category and DESCRIBING and CON­
TRIBUTING will be described later. 
Table 1 in Appendix Ρ shows that for all spouses, except the 
distressed husbands and conflict husbands CONSENTING leads to 
(6) In pilot-work (the re-analysis of the data of VAN DEN EIJNDEN, 
HANDELE Ь MEEUWISSE, 1978) we did actually find a strong rela­
tionship between NAGGING and consequent Attention (SCHAAP, 
MAARSE, KERKHOF & KLEIN HESSELINK, 1982). 
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validation sequences. Based on the (non)occurrence of 'averslve' 
categories, the distressed wife and conflict husband are more 
positive than their respective partners. We will encounter this 
pattern repeatedly. 
CONSENTING decreases the probability of consequent negative 
affect by the partner for all couples; for the nondistressed hus­
band and conflict husband it increases the probability of conse­
quent positive affect. This indicates that, generally speaking, 
this category is also experienced as positive. 
When we concentrate on the specific codes in this category --
these tables are not included in this dissertation -- our analyses 
suggest that Accept Responsibility is experienced as a negative 
code, based on the fact that this code is 'surrounded' by other 
negative codes like Criticize, Put Down, and Disagree (7). The 
results reported in Section 6.4 will also reveal the relative 
'aversiveness' of this code. 
PROBLEM DESCRIBING (DESC; combining the codes Normative, Prob­
lem Description, and Question). As is the case with the results 
of the category CONSENTING, the results on the category PROBLEM 
DESCRIBING point towards 'validation sequences' for all couples, 
especially the nondistressed ones. The responses towards DESCRIB­
ING are no different for the three groups: CONSENTING, INTERRUPT­
ING, and DISSENTING. However, one notices some differences in the 
z-scores and, particularly, in the conditional probabilities. The 
distressed husband has a much higher probability of interrupting 
than his wife. The probability of INTERRUPTING is also increased 
for the other groups. 
Table 6 in Appendix Ρ reveals again that PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
leads to validation sequences, except for the conflict husband and 
distressed husband, where one might detect 'cross-complaining' 
sequences. These sequences do not discriminate our groups to the 
same extent as is reported by GOTTMAN (1979). This might be 
caused by the fact that our scheme to code verbal interaction 
differs from that used by GOTTMAN. His category Problem Feeling, 
for instance, includes surprisingly enough the code Blurp (or Talk 
in our coding scheme). It is notable that the conflict husbands 
again are more positive than their wives, and that they respond 
with a wider range of categories than their spouses. 
PROBLEM DESCRIBING, generally, increases the probability of 
neutral affect and decreases the probability of negative affect, 
suggesting that this category is indeed experienced as a neutral 
one. 
CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS A SOLUTION (SOLL; combining the codes 
Compromise, Negative Solution, and Positive Solution). This 
category increases the probability of an antecedent CONSENTING for 
nondistressed couples, pointing towards longer CONTRIBUTING - CON­
SENTING sequences, comparable to validation sequences for these 
couples. It also increases the probability of antecedent BLURPING 
for nondistressed couples and conflict husbands as is shown in 
(7) As already pointed out, this is in agreement with the results 
reported by WEISS, HOPS & PATTERSON (1975), where a decrease 
in Accept Responsibility was associated with therapy improve­
ment. MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD (1981), however, did not find this. 
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tables 13-15 in Appendix К. 
Äs was shown above, the category CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION 
increases the probability of a consequent CONSENTING for the non-
distressed couples ('contracting sequences'). The probability of 
consequent INTERRUPTING is increased for the distressed wives and 
conflict husbands, as is DISSENTING for their partners. 
The response towards CONTRIBUTING discriminates amongst the 
three groups. At the same time a sex-effect can be detected. Three 
responses towards CONSENTING are detected: CONSENTING, DISSENTING, 
and INTERRUPTING. The nondistressed couples do not interrupt, they 
are most likely to respond with CONSENTING. The nondistressed wife 
also has an increased probability of responding with DISSENTING. 
However, this conditional probability is much lower than those 
reported for the other groups of couples. We will refer to this 
sequence of codes as 'no deal'-sequences. It is interesting to 
note that our results do not reveal 'counterproposal sequences' 
(SOLL-SOLL), as might be expected on the basis of GOTTMAN's 
results. 
The above results should be considered with caution since it 
was only for the nondistressed wives that enough instances of CON-
TRIBUTING were available to be reliably used in the sequential 
analysis. Nevertheless, since it is generally considered an impor-
tant category, it was decided to present all analyses. 
Table 5 in Appendix Ρ corroborates the above results. Nondis­
tressed couples respond with positive content categories (except 
for the tendency of letting DISSENTING creep into the sequences). 
The distressed couples, and in particular the wife, respond with 
NAGGING and longer sequences of DISSENTING. This is also the case 
for both conflict spouses. 
The relationship between this category and consequent affect of 
the partner is not clear. CONTRIBUTING increases the probability 
of consequent positive affect by the distressed husband and the 
conflict spouses, and it increases the probability of consequent 
negative affect by the same persons. This suggests that this 
category is generally experienced as negative by these spouses. 
Treatment should, therefore, consist of teaching them to recognize 
problem solving attempts and not respond to them in a negative 
manner. 
BLURPING or Talk (BLUR). For both nondistressed and conflict 
couples BLURPING is preceded by an act by the same person. For the 
distressed couples it signals a floor-switch. 
BLURPING increases the probability of consequent PROBLEM 
DESCRIPTION or INTERRUPTING. This last result might be an 
artefact. When someone interrupts, the partner is likely not to 
finish his/her sentence which damages the intelligeability of that 
act and will therefore result in the assignment of the code Talk. 
Table 7 in Appendix Ρ further shows the association between 
BLURPING and 'aversive' categories like DISSENTING and NAGGING for 
the distressed and conflict couples. In particular the distressed 
husband continues with negative categories. Again, the distressed 
husband and conflict wife are more negative than their partners. 
The relationship between this category and consequent affect by 
the partner is not very clear. It increases the probability of 
consequent positive affect for distressed couples and conflict 
husband, and it increases the probability of consequent negative 
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affect for the distressed couples and nondistressed husband. Evi­
dence for its negative impact is the fact that the re-analysis of 
the data of VAN DEN EIJNDEN, et al. (1978) showed the association 
between BLURPING and Not Tracking (SCHAAP, MAARSE, KERKHOF & KLEIN 
HESSELINK, 1982), indicating a loss of interest on the part of the 
listener. 
DISSENTING (DISS; combining the codes Command, Deny Responsi­
bility, Disagree, and Noncompliance). As was shown above, the 
occurrence of DISSENTING influences the probability of an 
antecedent PROBLEM DESCRIBING and, to a somewhat lesser extent, of 
CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION. DISSENTING is also associated with 
antecedent DISSENTING and NAGGING, even for the nondistressed cou­
ples. The distressed husbands and conflict wives show an increase 
in the probability of antecedent CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS A SOLUTION 
that is much higher than that of their spouses. 
For all couples, DISSENTING increases the probability of conse­
quent DISSENTING by the spouse ('yes, but'-sequences), especially 
for the distressed couples -- a kind of negative reciprocity on 
the level of content codes! The probability of consequent INTER­
RUPTING and NAGGING is increased for the conflict couples and non­
distressed husbands. 
Table 2 in Appendix Ρ illustrates the association between 
DISSENTING and reciprocal DISSENTING and NAGGING for the dis­
tressed and conflict couples. Again it reveals a longer and more 
negative sequence for the conflict wife, compared to her husband. 
Generally speaking, this category increases the probability of 
consequent negative affect, and it decreases the probability of 
consequent neutral and positive affect, suggesting that this 
category is indeed experienced as aversive by the partner. 
NAGGING (NAGG; combining the codes Complain, Criticize, Excuse, 
and Put Down). The category NAGGING increases the probability of 
antecedent JOKING for nondistressed husbands -- JOKING by the non­
distressed wives increases the probability of a consequent NAGGING 
by the nondistressed husband. Apparently, JOKING is often experi­
enced negatively, perhaps as an evasion. On the other hand, the 
wife may anticipate NAGGING by her husband and uses JOKING as a 
way to handle tension. 
It also increases the probability of antecedent BLURPING for 
nondistressed and conflict husbands. This relation is somewhat 
strange as well. What may happen is that the wife gets tense when 
she sees that the husband is about to deliver NAGGING. She then 
does not complete her 'speech', thereby damaging the intelligibil­
ity of her act, resulting in the code Talk. 
NAGGING is reciprocated by conflict spouses. The response of 
the nondistressed and distressed spouses is DISSENTING or INTER­
RUPTING. As already pointed out, the increased probability of con­
sequent CONSENTING by the distressed spouses is remarkable. We 
will refer to these sequences as 'yes, Dear'-sequences. 
A number of points are revealed in Table 3 in Appendix P. In 
the first place, for the nondistressed wives, NAGGING is not asso­
ciated with 'aversive' responses to a great extent. Furthermore, 
compared to the distressed wives, NAGGING as a response enters at 
later lags in the sequence for the distressed husband. Again, the 
conflict wife is more negative than her husband (e.g., the 
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combined conditional probabilities of NAGGING and DISSENTING is 
much higher). Finally, both conflict spouses have a rather wide 
variety of responses towards NAGGING. 
For all spouses NAGGING increases the probability of consequent 
negative affect, and decreases the probability of positive affect, 
except by the distressed husband, which is somewhat strange. 
Apparently NAGGING by the distressed wife is a strategy of drawing 
her husband's attention. 
All in all, we may conclude that this category is also experi-
enced as aversive by the listener. 
INTERRUPTING (INTR). INTERRUPTING increases the probability of 
antecedent PROBLEM DESCRIBING and BLURPING for all couples and, to 
a somewhat lesser extent, of antecedent NAGGING and DISSENTING, as 
is shown in tables 22-24 in Appendix K. 
There are some interesting differences between the three groups 
of couples and the spouses with regard to the category with which 
the person interrupts. All spouses, except the distressed wives, 
are most likely to interrupt with a PROBLEM DESCRIBING. Then, 
DISSENTING is most likely for all spouses, except the nondis-
tressed husband (BLURPING) and the nondistressed wife (BLURPING, 
CONSENTING). Finally, NAGGING has a high conditional probability 
for the conflict couples and distressed wives. The latter show, 
surprisingly enough, a high probability of interrupting with a 
CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION. 
After the interruption, the probability of a consequent INTER-
RUPTING is high for the nondistressed and conflict couples. Here, 
again a kind of negative reciprocity on the content level. Also 
the probability of consequent NAGGING and DISSENTING is increased 
for all couples -- but especially for the distressed wives and 
conflict couples -- indicating that interruptions are experienced 
as negative in this situation. 
The idea that INTERRUPTING is experienced as aversive during 
the Marital Problem Discussion -- from which all observations used 
in this analysis originate --is supported by the fact that, gen-
erally, the probability of negative affect is increased and that 
of positive affect is decreased after this category. 
PAUSING or No Response (PAUS). All spouses, except the con-
flict wives, are likely to continue after PAUSING. If the speaker 
continues, it is most likely a PROBLEM DESCRIBING, except for the 
conflict wives who are more likely to continue with NAGGING. 
PAUSING by the conflict wife may therefore become a discriminant 
stimulus for her consequent NAGGING. This probability is also 
increased for the distressed husbands. 
Not many sequences could be constructed with PAUSING as the 
criterion. The only remarkable fact is the relatively high condi-
tional probability of NAGGING for the distressed wives after PAUS-
ING delivered by herself. 
PAUSING increases the probability of consequent negative affect 
by the nondistressed spouses, distressed wife and conflict hus-
band, and decreases the probability of consequent positive affect 
for these spouses. The opposite tendency can be detected with the 
distressed and conflict partner. Generally speaking, PAUSING is 
experienced as negative, except by the distressed husband and con-
flict wife, perhaps resulting from the fact that their attention 
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is attracted. This, in turn, is probably scored by the observers 
as positive (or neutral, but not negative). 
PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES (PFEA; combining Groaning, Sighing, 
Coughing, Swallowing, Clicking, Sniffing; these features are not 
formally MICS-codes). The results on the category PARALINGUISTIC 
FEATURES as the criterion are meager. This category is likely to 
be followed by an act delivered by the same person for all cou­
ples. The nondistressed couples are most likely to continue with 
PROBLEM DECRIBING. The distressed wives are most likely to con­
tinue with DISSENTING, and the conflict wives with NAGGING. The 
probability of continuing with NAGGING is also increased for the 
distressed husbands. 
Table 10 in Appendix Ρ reveals that the distressed husband 
reacts more negatively towards his wife's PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES 
than vice versa. However, this might be the result of the high 
conditional probability of the wife's NAGGING after her own 
PARALINGUISTIC FEATURE, which is indeed remarkable. By the way, 
it is interesting that the distressed wife also signals a NAGGING 
by PAUSING. 
Generally, PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES increase the probability of 
consequent negative affect and decreases the probability of conse­
quent positive affect, again suggesting that this category is 
experienced as negative. 
6.3. Exchange and Reciprocity 
In this section we will present the results of the analyses on 
exchange and reciprocity. Although exchange does not really imply 
sequential analysis, it was decided to include the results on 
positive, neutral, and negative exchange here, since the concept 
is related to reciprocity. 
We will use the results from the literature as the starting-
point for this section. They may be summarized as follows: 
1) nondistressed couples exchange positive behaviors, distressed 
couples exchange negative behaviors over a whole observation 
period (GOTTMAN, 1979; BILLINGS, 1979); 
2) distressed couples reciprocate negative behaviors (GOTTMAN, 
1979); 
3) clinic couples reciprocate positive affect at earlier lags. 
This tendency decreases at later lags (GOTTMAN, 1979); 
4) nonclinic wives reciprocate both positive and negative 
affect, as opposed to clinic wives (GOTTMAN, 1979); and, 
5) nondistressed couples reciprocate positive verbal codes, dis­
tressed couples reciprocate negative verbal codes (REVEN-
STORF, et al., 1980). 
We defined positive exchange as a high baserate of positive, 
and negative exchange as a high baserate of negative behaviors for 
both partners. The results of the frequential analysis already 
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suggest that such a mechanism is present. However, to test 
exchange properly, the baserates within couples should be compared 
(8). For the sake of being complete, two analyses have been per-
formed. In the first analysis the proportion of behaviors that are 
concurrent with similar behaviors of the partner was calculated 
for positive, neutral, and negative behavior (9). Essentially, 
this proportion gives an indication of the simultaneity of affect. 
These results might, therefore, be referred to as 
'simultaneity-based reciprocity'. A high value indicates that the 
partner reciprocates. A low value, in contrast, indicates that the 
partner is not influenced by the behavior of his/her spouse. Such 
a ratio makes sense if one considers the actual behaviors of both 
partners at a certain time, as the result of preceding behavior of 
(both) partners. 
Since this ratio implies the coding of spouses' behaviors on 
parallel tracks, it cannot be calculated for the content 
categories. The results, presented in Table 6.2, show that posi-
tive simultaneity is highest for the nondistressed spouses and 
conflict wife, that neutral simultaneity is highest for the non-
distressed and conflict spouses, and that negative simultaneity is 
highest for the distressed and conflict spouses, with the conflict 
husband almost scoring maximum. It is remarkable that positive 
simultaneity is higher for all wives than for their husbands. 
TABLE 6.2 
Simultaneity of Negative, Neutral, and Positive Affect 
Positive Affect 
Neutral Affect 
Negative Affect 
Nondistressed 
Husband 
.59 
.61 
.36 
Wife 
.82 
.47 
.23 
Distressed 
Husband Wife 
.25 .34 
.19 .13 
.62 .66 
Conflict 
Husband 
.29 
.43 
.93 
Wife 
.53 
.50 
.59 
The second analysis performed was a correlation within couples 
between the baserates of MICS-categories and Affect of both 
spouses. 
We notice the different pattern of correlations for the MICS 
and the Affect Code. Concentrating on the correlations for the 
MICS, an inspection of Table 6.3 reveals very high correlations 
for the distressed and conflict couples for all categories. It is 
suprising that the amounts of positive MICS-codes are not corre-
lated for the nondistressed spouses. We may tentatively conclude 
that nondistressed relationships are characterized by an absence 
(8) As GOTTMAN (1979) points out, this definition of exchange as 
'similar rates' is identical to the concept of 'quid pro quo' 
(STUART 1969, p. 675) and 'reciprocity' as operationalized by 
BIRCHLER (1972) and ALEXANDER (1973). 
(9) E.g., for husband's behaviors delivered with negative affect 
this ratio is: p(H-|W-)/p(H-), or the probability of husband 
negative affect, given wife negative affect AT THE SAME TIME, 
divided by the total negative affect exhibited by the husband 
(or unconditional probability). 
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of positive exchange with regard to the verbal channel. 
TABLE 6.3 
Correlations Between MICS-Categories and Affect Codes of 
Spouses Within Couples 
Nondistressed Distressed Conflict 
MICS Positive 0 .61 .73 
Neutral .61 .91 .88 
Negative .90 .87 .85 
Affect Positive .77 .33 .23 
Neutral .73 -.32 .55 
Negative .43 -.25 .93 
As we inspect the correlations between amounts of affect of 
spouses, we see that Table 6.3 reveals high positive correlations 
for the nondistressed spouses, in particular with regard to posi-
tive affect. The negative correlation of negative affect for the 
distressed couples, and the extremely high positive correlation 
for the conflict couples are remarkable. The negative correlation 
might indicate a lack in the responding of the spouses towards 
each other; the extremely high positive correlation might indicate 
an extremely strong reaction towards each other. 
We may tentatively conclude that, with regard to the nonverbal 
channel, nondistressed relationships are characterized by posi-
tive, neutral, and negative exchange. Again, the nonverbal chan-
nel appears to be more important than the verbal channel in 
discriminating between distressed and nondistressed relationships. 
These results support an exchange model of interaction that 
might be referred to as 'baserate-based reciprocity' for nondis-
tressed couples (in affect!). 
GOTTMAN (1979, p. 63) defines what he calles 'contingency-based 
reciprocity' as follows: 
"...if we know that organism Y has given behavior A to 
organism X, there is a greater probability that organism X 
will, at some later time, give behavior A to organism Y than 
if the prior event had not occurred..." 
We will define 'at some later time' as 'immediately'. If 
reciprocity is defined in this way we will stay close to the rest 
of the literature (GOTTMAN, 1979; BILLINGS, 1979; REVENSTORF, et 
al., 1980). 
The first analyses we will present are identical to those 
presented in GOTTMAN (1979, p. 111-112). In these analyses the 
nonverbal behavior of the speaker (=affect) is the criterion 
behavior. The results of these analyses are presented in Tables 
6.4 and 6.5. 
As indicated in Table 6.4, negative reciprocity (at lag=l) is 
characteristic of all couples, but especially the conflict husband 
and wife. We find no evidence for negative affect cycli as 
reported in GOTTMAN (1979). 
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TABLE 6.4 
Results of the Sequential Analysis of Affect with Negative 
Affect as the Criterion 
Probability of 
Criterion H-
Nondistressed 
H-
W-
Z-score 
Distressed 
H-
W-
Z-score 
Conflict 
H-
W-
Z-score 
Criterion: W-
Nondistressed 
W-
H-
Z-score 
Distressed 
W-
H-
Z-score 
Conflict 
W-
H-
Z-score 
Negative Affect Cycles 
1 
0.0 
0.33* 
9.98 
0.0 
0.61* 
9.29 
0.0 
0.92* 
29.34 
1 
0.0 
0.22* 
10.22 
0.0 
0.62* 
9.13 
0.0 
0.57* 
24.29 
2 
0.58* 
0.12 
28.48 
0.59* 
0.23 
17.26 
0.57* 
0.38 
24.39 
2 
0.56* 
0.10 
26.00 
0.60* 
0.23 
18.42 
0.56* 
0.25 
19.22 
LAG 
3 
0.43* 
0.17 
20.15 
0.43* 
0.33 
6.92 
0.51* 
0.43 
21.00 
4 
0.49* 
0.16 
23.53 
0.47* 
0.30 
9.98 
0.48* 
0.45 
18.95 
LAG 
3 
0.41* 
0.11 
17.79 
0.41* 
0.33 
5.80 
0.47* 
0.30 
13.62 
4 
0.43* 
0.12 
18.93 
0.49* 
0.29 
11.82 
0.44* 
0.30 
11.74 
5 
0.48* 
0.15 
22.94 
0.43* 
0.32 
7.53 
0.47* 
0.46 
18.74 
5 
0.42* 
0.10 
18.28 
0.42* 
0.32 
6.53 
0.44* 
0.30 
11.61 
6 
0.46* 
0.13 
21.59 
0.46* 
0.29 
9.84 
0.49* 
0.42 
20.01 
6 
0.42* 
0.10 
18.06 
0.45* 
0.31 
8.41 
0.47* 
0.28 
13.57 
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TABLE 6.5 
Results of the Sequential Analysis of Affect with Positive 
Affect as the Criterion 
Probability of Positive Affect Cycles 
LAG 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Criterion: H+ 
Nondistressed 
H+ 0.0 0.62* 0.34 0.51* 0.39 0.45* 
W+ 0.57* 0.20 0.34* 0.24 0.32* 0.28 
Z-score 18.35 22.64 10.40 15.28 8.70 10.97 
Distressed 
H+ 0.0 0.47* 0.33* 0.30* 0.28* 0.30* 
W+ 0.22*0.09 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.08 
Z-score 9.24 23.33 14.00 21.17 12.95 16.92 
Conflict 
H+ 0 . 0 0 . 5 0 * 0 . 4 7 * 0 . 4 0 * 0 . 4 3 * 0 . 4 0 * 
W+ 0.27* 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.13 
Z-score 12.61 21.29 19.15 14.92 16.84 15.17 
Criterion W+ 
Nondistressed 
W+ 
H+ 
Z-score 
Distressed 
W+ 
H+ 
Z-score 
Conflict 
W+ 
H+ 
Z-score 
1 2 
0.0 0.59* 
0.79* 0.20 
23.66 23.51 
0.0 0.47* 
0.31* 0.13 
9.35 21.04 
0.0 0.44* 
0.45* 0.25 
12.68 21.46 
LAG 
3 
0.33 
0.48* 
11.51 
0.33* 
0.14 
14.21 
0.33* 
0.23 
14.95 
4 
0.47* 
0.32 
16.47 
0.30* 
0.11 
12.38 
0.30* 
0.23 
13.21 
5 
0.34 
0.44* 
9.03 
0.28* 
0.16 
11.54 
0.27* 
0.20 
11.33 
6 
0.40* 
0.36 
11.82 
0.30* 
0.13 
12.17 
0.24* 
0.23 
9.16 
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Table 6.5 shows that positive reciprocity (at lag=l) is charac-
teristic of all couples. Positive affect cycli are characteristic 
of the nondistressed couples. 
However, reciprocity may be operationalized in a number of dif-
ferent ways. For instance, we might distinguish affect-affect 
reciprocity, content-content reciprocity, content-affect recipro-
city, affect-content reciprocity, and even content category-
category reciprocity. In all of these analyses we tend to find 
different results. 
Affect is defined as the nonverbal behavior of the speaker. If 
this is taken as the criterion and the nonverbal behavior of the 
listener ('context') as the behavior, we get the following 
results, which are presented in Table 1 in Appendix M. We find a 
very high positive, neutral, and negative reciprocity for the non-
distressed couples. The conflict couples show the same tendency, 
but not as extreme. We note, further, the low neutral reciprocity 
among the distressed husbands and wives. 
Another operationalization of reciprocity is the immediate 
exchange of affect after positive, neutral or negative verbal 
categories. Two analyses have been performed, one with the affect 
of the husband and one with the affect of the wife as the 
behavior; each time the positive, neutral or negative MICS-
categories were used as the criterion. The results, presented in 
Table 2 in Appendix M, indicate that for all spouses, except for 
the distressed wives, the probability of positive affect is 
increased after positive MICS-categories. Negative MICS-categories 
are reciprocated with negative affect by all spouses, regardless 
their distress-satisfaction. The results on neutral reciprocity 
are less clear. 
A third operationalization of 'contingency-based' reciprocity 
is the immediate exchange of positive, neutral, or negative verbal 
categories after positive, neutral, or negative affect. Again, two 
analyses have been performed, one with the affect of the husband, 
and one with the affect of the wife as the criterion. Each time, 
positive, neutral, and negative MICS-categories were the behaviors 
in the analyses. The results, presented in Table 3 in Appendix M, 
indicate that positive reciprocity does exist for all spouses, 
except the distressed wives -- their partners respond verbally in 
a very unpredictable way towards their partner's affect". Negative 
reciprocity is observed in the behavior of the conflict couples, 
distressed wives, and nondistressed husbands. Generally, the con-
flict husbands reciprocate best the affect of their spouses with 
verbal categories. 
A fourth alternative operationalization is the immediate 
exchange of verbal categories. Table 4 in Appendix M summarizes 
the results of analyses with positive, neutral, and negative ver-
bal categories as the criterion, and the verbal categories of the 
spouse as the behaviors. The results do not indicate reciprocity, 
except for positive reciprocity amongst the conflict couples. We 
note the fact that all spouses tend to respond with neutral 
categories towards positive categories of their partners. The 
response towards a neutral category tends to be extreme, either 
positive or negative. Again, this is the case for all spouses. 
The fact that conflict spouses tend to reciprocate negatively 
is interesting. It might mean that verbal negative reciprocity is 
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indicative of a 'heated discussion'. 
As we have seen in the section on Descriptive Sequential Ana-
lyses, we find the following content categories reciprocated: 
DISSENTING-DISSENTING ('Yes, but'-sequences), and INTERRUPT-
INTERRUPT. 'Yes-but'-sequences are observed amongst all couples, 
but especially among the distressed. INTERRUPT-INTERRUPT-sequences 
are most likely among the nondistressed and conflict couples. We 
will return to this issue in the Discussion. 
6.4. Attractiveness-Aversiveness of Content Codes 
We ended Chapter I by delineating four ways of determining the 
positiveness-aversiveness of behavioral codes, or in our case, 
codes of the MICS. The first method consists of having subject 
rate the codes on a scale of positiveness-aversiveness. This was 
done in a pilot-study (SCHAAP & JANSEN-NAWAS, 1982). Summarily 
described codes of the MICS were presented to a group of 89 sub-
jects. They were instructed to rate each behavior on a 7-point 
scale of aversiveness(1)-attractiveness(7), while imagining them-
selves discussing an important issue in the relationship with 
their present partner. 
Column (b) in Table 6.6 presents the results of this study. We 
see that Excuse received the most aversive rating and Approve the 
most positive one. Remarkable is the low rating for Deny Responsi-
bility and the difference between Positive and Negative Solution. 
SCHAAP & JANSEN-NAWAS did not find an effect of sex, age, and dis-
tress . 
The second method of determining the aversiveness-
attractiveness described in Chapter I was the identification of 
antecedent negative content codes. The more aversive a code, so 
goes the argumentation, the more likely that it is preceded by 
other negative content codes, regardless the speaker. Negative 
codes have the tendency to occur in 'bursts' (cfr., PATTERSON, 
1974). 
For each content code the proportion of antecedent negative 
MICS-categories was calculated with the option in program LAGS of 
'summarization of lags' (the p- and z-values are calculated over a 
certain number of lags and averaged). The results of this 
analysis are presented in column (d). We see a tendency that 
codes, apriori labeled 'aversive', are indeed preceded by a higher 
proportion of negative MICS-codes. The high proportion of 
antecedent negative MICS-codes for Deny Responsibility, and the 
relatively high proportion for Accept Responsibility is again 
worth noting. No data are presented on Compliance, Compromise, 
and Noncompliance because of their low frequency in the dataset. 
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TABLE 6.6 
'Attractiveness-Aversiveness' of All MICS-Codes in This Study 
MICS-Code 
(a) 
Rating Frequ. Antecedent Consequent Combined 
(b) (с) Negative Negative Aversive 
MICS-Code Affect Criteria 
(d) (e) (f) 
Humor 
Laugh 
Agree 
Accept Responsib. 
Assent 
Approve 
Compliance 
Normative 
Problem Description 
Question 
Compromise 
Positive Solution 
5.4 
5.5 
5.3 
5.2 
4.6 
5.6 
3.6 
4.6 
4.8 
4.3 
4.2 
3.7 
5.3 
73 
450 
577 
231 
1,683 
81 
< 10 
53 
4,283 
806 
< 10 
88 
378 
.09 
.23 
.24 
.31 
.18 
.25 
-
.32 
.27 
.24 
. 
.22 
.29 
Talk 3.4 1,350 .25 
Interrupt 2.6 
No Response 1.7 
789 
507 
.34 
.30 
.35 
.09 
.31 
.45 
.26 
.35 
.27 
.34 
.33 
.42 
.43 
.37 
.44 
.43 
60 
59 
52 
33 
52 
49 
41 
43 
44 
39 
39 
37 
Command 
Disagree 
Deny Respons ibi' 
Noncompliance 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
lity 
2.9 
3.5 
1.9 
3.0 
2.1 
2.7 
1.3 
1.4 
70 
880 
207 
< 10 
222 
416 
54 
412 
.34 
.37 
.52 
.50 
.49 
.48 
,52 
.35 
.55 
.64 
.66 
.62 
.74 
.62 
30 
22 
7 
-
10 
16 
7 
7 
21 
23 
(a) All MICS-Codes Used in This Study 
(b) Average aversiveness-rating received in SCHAAP Ь JANSEN-NAWAS 
(1982) 
(c) Frequency of the code during the M.P.D. 
(d) Proportion of antecedent negative MICS-categories, 
summarized over three lags 
(e) Proportion of consequent negative affect shown by the 
spouse ('receiver') 
(f) Total aversiveness; sum of ranks received in (b), (d), 
and (e). This column is separately shown in Table 6.7. 
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60 ι 
55 
50 
45 
40 
35 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 
Humor TABLE 6.7 
Laugh Combination of 
Aversiveness 
Criteria 
Agree Assent 
Approve 
Question 
Problem Description 
Normative 
Negative Solution Positive Solution 
Talk 
Accept Responsibility 
Command 
No Response 
Disagree 
Interrupt 
Criticize 
Complain 
[ Deny Responsibility Excuse Put Down 
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The third method described was the identification of consequent 
affect of the listener. One may suppose that codes, apriori 
labeled 'eversive', will be associated with an increased probabil-
ity of negative affect of the listener or receiver. 
For this analysis, the MICS-codes were used as the criterion 
behaviors and negative consequent affect of the listener as the 
behavior. The results, presented in column (e) in Table 6.6, 
indeed show the association between apriori labeled aversive codes 
and consequent negative affect of the listener. The relatively 
high proportion for Accept Responsibility, the fact that both 
Positive and Negative Solution have the same probability of conse-
quent negative affect and, the relatively low probability of con-
sequent negative affect for Command, are once again remarkable 
results. 
These three approaches (rating; antecedent negative content 
categories over three lags; immediately consequent negative affect 
of listener) can be combined. Each code received a rank number (of 
attractiveness-aversiveness, with l=most aversive, and 7=most 
attractive) for each method. Column (f) in Table 6.6 presents the 
results for the sum of the three ranks for each code. 
This column is separately shown in Table 6.7 with the codes 
rank-ordered from most attractive (60=Huraor) to most aversive 
(7=Deny Responsibility, Excuse, and Put Down). 
6.5. Summary 
The nondistressed couples deliver many validation sequences, 
especially if the behavior of the husband is taken as the cri-
terion behavior -- which implies that it is the nondistressed wife 
that brings the sequences into validation series. The response of 
both nondistressed spouses towards the criterion behavior is 
rather predictable, i.e., not a broad variety of responses (at lag 
1) is observed, as is the case with the conflict couples. Notable 
is the fact that the nondistressed husband is somewhat more nega-
tive -- sequences with DISSENTING and BLURPING -- than his wife. 
This suggests that these couples are traditional in the sense that 
it is the wife who takes care of the affiliative role, or editing 
function, as GOTTMAN (1979) formulates it. 
The distressed couples deliver long sequences, often with nega-
tive content categories. They have more varied responses towards 
the criterion behavior than the nondistressed couples. As with the 
nondistressed couples, it is the husband that is 'permitted' some-
what more negative behavior than his wife. 
The conflict couples deliver long sequences, often very nega-
tive. They respond in the most varied way, i.e., are most 
unpredictable. It is the conflict wife that, compared to her hus-
band, delivers the most negative and longest sequences. 
The following patterns clearly discriminate between the groups 
of couples: 'contracting sequences' (CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION -
CONSENTING) for the nondistressed couples; 'no deal'-sequences 
(CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION - DISSENTING or INTERRUPTING) for the 
distressed and conflict couples; 'yes. Dear-sequences' (NAGGING -
CONSENTING) for the distressed couples. We note a tendency for 
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'Yes, but'-sequences (DISSENTING-DISSENTING) to occur more among 
the distressed couples. 
'Cross-complaining' sequences (DESCRIBING-DESCRIBING) are noted 
for the distressed and nondistressed husbands. 
It may be, tentatively, concluded from the results on the 
MICS-categories and Affect Code, that the tripartite scheme of 
dividing the MICS into positive, neutral and negative categories 
is valid. Generally speaking, JOKING and CONSENTING are experi-
enced as positive by the partner, and DISSENTING, NAGGING, INTER-
RUPTING, PAUSING, and PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES as eversive. 
All in all, our results support an 'equity'-model (10) of 
interaction for the nondistressed couples, i.e, they are charac-
terized by an immediate exchange of 'similar' behavior, with 
regard to nonverbal behavior. With regard to verbal behavior, we 
do not find reciprocity, apart from the fact that negative 
reciprocity seems to be characteristic of the conflict couples 
and, therefore, could be indicative of a 'heated' discussion. 
When inspecting longer sequences, we can distinguish a negative 
escalation for the distressed couples in particular. 
Relating our results to those distilled from the literature 
survey, we can state that we have to distinguish between exchange, 
simultaneity, and reciprocity on the verbal, and on the nonverbal 
level. Depending on the operationalization, we tend to find dif-
ferent results. It is only in the 'simultaneity-based' recipro-
city that we may recognize the results predicted by PATTERSON & 
REID (1970), i.e., positive reciprocity for nondistressed, and 
negative reciprocity for distressed couples. 
The three methods of determining attractiveness-aversiveness of 
content codes, reveal that the following codes are the most ever-
sive: No Réponse, Disagree, Interrupt, Criticize, Complain, Deny 
Responsibility, Excuse, and Put Down. These are all codes that 
were apriori labelled 'eversive'. 
+ + 
125 (m) als je echt een opmerking kwijt moet, die je eigelijk 
niet recht in m'n gezicht wil slingeren dan doe'j'dat 
als'der herrie is dat je zeker weet dat ik het niet hoor 
<LACHT>.. 
126 (v) NEE daar geloof ik niet in 
127 (ra) JAWEL 
128 (v) JA <LACHT> 
129 (m) <LACHT> moe'j'maar eens op lette.. 
130 (v) ja dat weet ik niet 
131 (m) of je staat boven en je mompelt iets in jezelf maar dan 
net zo hard da'k't net half kan verstaan maar niet 
helemaal 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg. 323) 
(10) The term is used in the sense of PATTERSON (1978). The reader 
will note that it differs from the definition of WALSTER, et 
al. (1978) and HATFIELD, et al. (1978). 
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VII. RESULTS: ANALYSIS OF THE STYLES OF INTERACTION 
AND THE COMMENTING TASK 
In this chapter, we will focus on some clinically relevant 
results. The first section is devoted to the identification of 
different styles of interaction, the second to the analysis of the 
comments of the subjects on their spouses' nonverbal behavior. 
7.1. Analysis of the Styles of Interaction. 
7.1.1. Introduction. 
A number of taxonomies of relationships that are based on clin­
ical or theoretical notions can be found in the literature, but 
usually they lack empirical testing. CUBER Ь HARROFF (1955), for 
instance, propose the following five types of marriages: 
conflict-habituated; devitalized; passive-congenial; vital; and, 
total. They based this typology on material gained from in-depth 
interviews with couples who had a high social status. The taxon­
omy does however have some validity, which can be seen by compar­
ing it with that of FRENKEN (1976). Based upon the scores of 100 
Dutch middle class couples on the Marital Deprivation Scale and 
the Sexuality Experiencing Scales, FRENKEN distinguishes the 
folowing types of couples. Some of these are remarkably similar to 
the types distinguished by CUBER & HARROFF: 
1) the partnership marriage (young, not church-going, 
comradeship-oriented, sexually vital, rather happy with their 
marriage, not very stable); 
2) the traditional-institutional marriage (older, strongly affi­
liated with a church and traditional, sexually eversive, nei­
ther happy nor unhappy with their marriage, stable); 
3) the conflictuel marriage (the middle years, sexually and 
relationally very conflictual and unhappy, either a strong 
tendency to leave the relationship or very stable); 
4) the satisfied-stable marriage (the middle years, sexually 
somewhat and relationally very satisfied, satisfactory bal­
ance of power, high stability); and, 
5) the dissatisfied-stable marriage (young or old, sexually not 
yet adapted or devitalized, especially the husband experi­
ences a strong dissatisfaction with affection and power). 
Other examples of intuitive typologies include RYDER (1968)'s 
typology of the early marriage (based on interview data), LEWIS, 
BEAVERS, GOSSETT & PHILLIPS (1976), KANTOR & LEHR (1975), WERTHEIM 
(1973, 1975), SAGER (1977), LEDERER & JACKSON (1968), to mention a 
few. 
Because of the development of appropriate statistical tech­
niques the popularity of the systematic empirical aproach in the 
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development of typologies has increased. We can distinguish two 
main approaches, i.e., those based on self-reports and those based 
on observational data. 
Here, we will focus on typologies based on observational data. 
GOODRICH, RYDER & RAUSH (1963), RYDER (1964), and RYDER (1970) use 
factor analysis to arrive at meaningful dimensions to describe 
relationships. RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN (1974) distinguish, 
on the basis of actual interaction of newlyweds, between the fol­
lowing two types: conflict-avoiding and conflict-engaging. Compar­
ing these groups to his distressed and nondistressed couples, 
GOTTMAN (1979) shows that these groups are both more negative than 
his nondistressed couples. This comparison was based on the 
agreement/disagreement-ratio of a re-analysis of RAUSH1s data. 
SHOSTRUM Ь KAVANAUGH (1971) arrive at eight types of interaction, 
which are on the Interpersonal Game-Test (RAVICH, 1969). 
GOTTMAN (1979) presents a typology based on the analysis of 
actual interactions of couples. He distinguishes between the fol­
lowing types: J-curve couples (high marital satisfaction, low on 
mutual criticism sequences, low on counterproposals); non-parallel 
(low marital satisfaction, mutual criticism, counterproposals by 
one partner, negative affect cycles), flat-enders (low marital 
satisfaction, avoidance of counterproposals, high on mutual criti­
cism); flat-beginners (low marital satisfaction, avoidance of 
mutual criticism, counterproposals); clinic negatives (low marital 
satisfaction, mutual criticism, counterproposals by both 
partners); and, nonclinic positives (high marital satisfaction, no 
mutual criticism, no counterproposals). 
Up untili now, we have classified spouses in terms of nondis­
tressed, distressed, and conflict groups on the basis of self-
report data, and then investigated how they communicate. Now we 
are going to start from the opposite direction and classify 
spouses and couples on the basis of their manner of communication 
with each other, and then investigate how they experience their 
marriage, i.e., their distress-nondistress status. 
7.1.2. Construction of the Graphs. 
GOTTMAN, et al. (1977) developed a univariate scaling of the 
content codes of the Couple's Interaction Scoring System and the 
affect codes. This was based on clinical experience. 
"...Summing across all behavior units within one floor 
switch, each spouse's codes were scaled according to the 
following system: (a) Each positive listener or speaker 
nonverbal behavior = +1; (b) Each negative listener or 
speaker nonverbal behavior = -1; (c) Negative mindreading 
(MR-) = -2; (d) Problem solving = +1 if it is followed by an 
agreement within the floor switch; and (e) Agreement = +1 
and disagreement = -1..." (p. 171) 
GOTTMAN then compares the J-graph couples, the non-parallel 
couples, the flat-enders, and the flat-beginners on validation 
sequences (problem descriptions followed by agreement), cross-
complaining sequences (problem descriptions followed by problem 
descriptions), counterproposals (problem solutions followed by 
problem solution), contracting sequences (problem solutions 
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followed by agreement), positive affect cycles, negative affect 
cycles, and the scores on the marital satisfaction scales. He 
summarizes his results as follows (p. 184-185): 
"...there seems to be consistent differences between the 
four groups of couples. J-graph couples have highest marital 
satisfaction scores and do not seem to have deficits as 
great as the other three groups in cross-complaining during 
the initial stages. Asymmetrical couples, in contrast, have 
the lower marital satisfactions scores and have deficits in 
all dimensions of interaction -- with cross-complaining, 
with counterproposals, with negative affect cycles, and with 
the editing function. Flat-end and flat-beginning couples 
are generally quite similar.- They differ primarily (a) in 
the superiority of flat-beginning over flat-end couples in 
avoiding cross-complaining loops and in the editing func-
tion; and (b) in the superiority of flat-end over flat-
beginning couples in avoiding counterproposals. In general, 
then, the inferences made from the point graphs are quite 
consistent with the sequential analyses..." 
When inspecting the graphs presented in GOTTMAN (1979, pg. 
173-181) one is struck by the ease with which he places graphs in 
the different groups. 
A second problem in the evaluation of the graphs in GOTTMAN 
(1979) is the unclarity about the unit of a floorswitch. Is it 
the combination of the speech of the husband and wife, or the 
speech of husband or wife, as is usual in the literature? The 
example given on pages 171-172 suggests the former. Third, the 
interactions used in GOTTMAN's study are much shorter than the 
ones in our study. My estimate, based on the number of speech-
units in his graphs, is that they are based on interactions of 
5-10 minutes. This makes comparisons rather difficult. 
Four, as already stated, GOTTMAN (1979) sums across all 
behavior units within one 'floor switch'. This might result in 
more neutral values than when the value of each behavior unit is 
plotted. 
Five, in GOTTMAN's scheme only the content codes Mindreading, 
Agreement, and Disagreement were graphed. Because we did already 
many analyses on the positive, neutral, and negative content 
categories, we decided to graph all content codes. 
The procedure used in the construction of the graphs will be 
described presently. In each act (behavior unit), the verbal 
behavior of the speaker and the nonverbal behavior of the speaker 
and listener was scored according to the following system: (a) 
each positive listener or speaker nonverbal behavior (affect) = 
+1; (b) each negative listener or speaker nonverbal behavior 
(affect) = -1; (c) each positive speaker content code (MICS) = +1; 
(d) each negative speaker content code (MICS) = -1; and, (e) the 
combination of a positive speaker verbal behavior and a negative 
speaker nonverbal behavior = -2. This last decision was made 
because we presume that a verbal positive code delivered with 
accompanying negative affect is sarcasm, wheras a verbal negative 
code delivered with accompanying positive affect will be con-
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siderea a weakening of the negative effect (1). 
Each time, after 50 behavior units (acts), the number of the 
speech is printed on the X-axis. On the Y-axis the minima and/or 
maxima for husband and wife are printed. The graph of the wife is 
the dotted line. 
Figures 7.A and 7.В illustrate the graphs that result in this 
way. Figure 7.A is taken from the interaction of one of the non­
distressed couples (Code= ND-6). As will be clear from an inspec­
tion of this figure, these graphs may be considered an 'affect-
meter' . The husband of couple ND-6 generally shows a positive 
interaction, a monotonically increasing graph. An exception is 
that part of the curve between floorswitch (speech) 351 and 384. 
Here the graph shows a 'dent' that is probably related to the fact 
that the wife's graph (dotted line) branches off from that of her 
husband at floorswitch (speech) 280. 
This figure reveals one of the problems in constructing a clas­
sification of these graphs. Many of the graphs show a different 
pattern, depending on the phase of the interaction. So, from 
floorswitch 1 till 280, the pattern is positive for couple ND-6. 
However, from floorswitch (speech) 280 till the end of the 
interaction (after 25 minutes) the pattern is non-parallel. The 
fact that the asymmetry starts at the end of the interaction is 
also revealing. It suggests that this (nondistressed) couple has 
problems in arriving at a final, and to both parties agreeable, 
solution. By the way, the asymmetry was not caused by the fact 
that they started on a new, and perhaps more serious, problem. 
The other graph (Figure 7.B), the graph of couple ND-7, reveals 
the sensitivity of these graphs for subtle changes in affect-
quality. Generally speaking, this graph is positive. However, 
there is a slight indentation in the curve for the wife around 
floorswitch (speech) 300. Inspection of the verbatim (2) reveals 
that at that point in the interaction a new issue is broached, 
namely sex. 
(1) Nondistressed spouses combined a positive verbal category and 
negative affect 118 times, whereas the distressed and conflict 
spouses did this A27 and 274 times, respectively. 
(2) SCHAAP Ь KLEIN HESSELINK (1981) 
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F i g u r e 7.A: Point-Graph of Couple ND-6 ( N o n d i s t r e s s e d ) 
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Figure 7.В: Point-Graph of Couple ND-7 (Nondistressed) 
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Figure 7.С: Point-Graph of Couple DD-6 (Distressed) 
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F igure 7.D: Point-Graph of Couple CF-9 ( C o n f l i c t ) 
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Figure 7.E: Point-Graph of Couple DD-2 (Distressed) 
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Figure 7.F: Point-Graph of Couple ND-3 (Nondistressed) 
COUPLEi I1D-I NEUTRAL-POSITIVE 
FLOcataiiTCH • 
2 4 2 
99 -
-i 
274 
I 
M 4 
-ι 
3 3 · 
Figure 7.G: Point-Graph of Couple ND-5 (Nondistressed) 
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Figure 7.Η: Point-Graph of Couple ND-1 (Nondistressed) 
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A team of coders (including the author) combined the resulting 
graphs into three general groups. The instruction was to combine 
graphs that were similar. The first group of graphs show a gen­
eral decline for both husbands and wives and were, therefore, 
labelled 'negative'. The second group of graphs shows a general 
rise for both husbands and wives and were labelled 'positive'. 
These two groups did seem to decrease and increase monotonically 
without the acceleration that is characteristic for GOTTHAN's J-
curve couples. 
The third group of graphs are non-parallel, i.e., the graphs of 
the husband and the wife branch off at some point in the interac­
tion. Generally, these graphs are non-parallel throughout. 
Then, these three groups of graphs were further subdivided into 
two subgroups each. The resulting six categories were labelled: 
1) extremely negative; 
2) mildly negative; 
3) neutral-negative; 
4) neutral-positive; 
5) mildly positive; and, 
6) extremely positive. 
All graphs are included in Appendix N, and put into one of these 
six groups. These six groups are ordered from negative to posi­
tive based on the agreement/disagreement-ratios (presented in 
Table 7.3). The graphs do not total 27, the sum of the dis­
tressed, conflict, and nondistressed couples in this study, since 
the interaction of 4 couples was divided over two groups of graphs 
each time. 
The combination of two styles of interaction (like, for 
instance, couple ND-6 mentioned earlier) might in itself be con­
sidered a typical style. Nevertheless, it was decided for practi­
cal purposes to divide such interactions over two separate groups 
of graphs. 
Figures 7.C-H present an example of each of these categories. 
Figure 7.С illustrates that this group of graphs is well-labelled 
'extremely negative'. Only the husband of CF-3, and the wives of 
CF-8 and DD-8 (cfr., Appendix N) show some attempts at improving 
the atmosphere of the interaction. This group of graphs consists 
of the complete interactions of two distressed and two conflict 
couples. 
Figure 7.D reveals that many graphs show a 'neutral' style dur­
ing an appreciable time of the interaction. Generally, however, 
these graphs are quite negative. This group of graphs consists of 
the complete interactions of two distressed and two conflict cou­
ples, and half of the interaction of two distressed couples. 
Figure 7.E shows interactions in which one partner is quite 
negative, the other (sometimes the wife, sometimes the husband) is 
more neutral throughout. The 'neutral-negative' graphs are based 
on the complete interactions of 3 distressed couples, 1 conflict 
couple, 1 nondistressed (I) couple, and half of the interaction of 
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1 distressed couple. 
Figure 7.F reveals a very interesting phenomenon. In all of 
these graphs, one partner is reasonably positive, whereas the 
other partner -- usually the wife! -- is neutral or negative. This 
is, apparently, the group of couples, of whom the wife is dissa­
tisfied with the ongoing discussion. This group of graphs consist 
of the complete interaction of 3 conflict couples, and 1 nondis­
tressed couple, and half of the interaction of 1 distressed and 2 
nondistressed couples. 
Figure 7.G illustrates the 'mildly positive' graphs. These 
graphs depict large 'neutral' and large 'positive' phases in 
interaction. The strong 'parallellism' in these graphs is remark­
able. This group of graphs is based on the interactions of 1 con­
flict couple and 2 nondistressed couples. 
TABLE 7.1 
Number of Cases that Can Be Subsumed Under One of 
Six Styles of Interaction. 
В D 
Nondistressed 
Conflict 
Distressed 
A = Extremely Positive 
В = Mildly Positive 
С = Neutral-Positive 
D = Neutral-Negative 
E = Mildly Negative 
F = Extremely Negative 
Number of couples do not total 27; 4 couples 
belong in two different groups of graphs. 
All graphs, not used for illustrative purposes in this chapter, 
are presented in Appendix.N 
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TABLE 7.2 
Mean Marital Adjustment Scores (Sum of 
Six Standard Scores) for the Six Groups 
of Graphs 
Extremely Negative 
Mildly Negative 
NEGATIVE 
Neutral-Negative 
Neutral-Positive 
NON-PARALLEL 
Mildly Positive 
Extremely Positive 
POSITIVE 
Husband 
-A.3 
-1.9 
-2.8 
-3.3 
1.0 
1.0 
2.1 
5.7 
4.4 
Wife 
-1.9 
-2.9 
-2.5 
-2.7 
2.9 
0.3 
0.0 
4.9 
3.1 
TABLE 7.3 
The Ratios of Agreement to Disagreement for the Six Groups 
of Graphs 
Agreement CONSENTING CONSENTING 
Ag + Dg CONS+DISS CONS+DISS+NAGG 
H 
.21 
.21 
.23 
.36 
.39 
.40 
.43 
.59 
.58 
W 
.17 
.31 
.27 
.32 
.41 
.39 
.46 
.56 
.58 
H 
.36 
.43 
.44 
.53 
.64 
.63 
.64 
.74 
.78 
W 
.38 
.57 
.53 
.53 
.63 
.63 
.65 
.75 
.79 
H 
.20 
.36 
.32 
.40 
.57 
.52 
.63 
.71 
.75 
W 
.23 
.42 
.37 
.39 
.54 
.50 
.62 
.73 
.76 
Extremely Negative 
Mildly Negative 
NEGATIVE 
Neutral-Negat ive 
Neutral-Pos itive 
NON-PARALLEL 
Mildly Positive 
Extremely Positive 
POSITIVE 
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Figure 7.H illustrates the graphs that are indeed well labelled 
as 'extremely positive'. These graphs are based on the complete 
interactions of 3 nondistressed couples, and half of the interac-
tion of 2 other nondistressed couples. 
Table 7.1 summarizes the distribution of the nondistressed, 
distressed, and conflict couples over the 'extremely negative', 
'mildly negative', 'neutral-negative', 'neutral-positive', 'mildly 
positive', and 'extremely positive' point-graphs. We note the 
lack of overlap between these two schemes (3). 
7.1.3. Results of the Analyses of the Graphs. 
We will start this section by presenting the mean marital 
adjustment scores of the couples in the different groups of 
point-graphs. These scores are, as we have described in Chapter 3, 
based on the sum of six standard scores (calculated each time over 
the raw scores of the sex-group). Table 7.2, in which the scores 
are summarized, reveals a number of points worth noting. First, 
the 'extremely negative' husbands are, on the average, less 
adjusted than their spouses. Second, the 'mildly positive' wives 
are less adjusted than their husbands. Third, the 'neutral-
positive' wives, whose graphs are appreciably more negative than 
those of their husbands, score on the average more positively than 
their spouses. Finally, the neutral-negative' husbands are as 
distressed as the average 'negative' husband. 
We will now present the results of the ratio of agreement to 
disagreement for the 6 groups of graphs. This makes comparison 
between the classification into distressed, conflict, and nondis-
tressed couples, i.e. the self-report' classification, and the 
classification into negative, non-parallel, and positive groups, 
i.e. Observed classification possible. The results are 
presented in Table 7.3. Three ratios are presented in this table, 
i.e., (a) the ratio of agreements to agreements plus disagree-
ments, (b) the ratio of CONSENTING to CONSENTING plus DISSENTING, 
and (c) the ratio of CONSENTING to CONSENTING plus DISSENTING plus 
NAGGING. 
Table 7.3 reveals that the 'neutral-positive' and 'mildly posi-
tive' group are comparable. Strangely enough, it does not reveal 
that the 'neutral-positive' wives are more negative than their 
husbands, with regard to the verbal channel. A similar effect is 
suggested in the interaction of the 'negative' couples. In partic-
ular, the 'mildly negative' wife is much more positive -- that is 
to say, verbally -- than her spouse. Generally, the marital 
adjustment scores and the ratios of agreement to disagreement show 
the same tendencies. 
Chapter 5 showed that the analyses of the affect data discrim-
inated better the distressed, nondistressed, and conflict couples 
than the content codes. We have, therefore, included the results 
of a Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance by Ranks on the 
(3) It is interesting to note that the only nondistressed couple 
in the 'neutral-negative' group -- and this group is quite 
negative, based on the ratio of agreement to disagreement 
is also relatively high in Not Tracking, thereby throwing some 
doubt on the validity of the scheme to form the distressed, 
nondistressed, and conflict couples. 
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affect data of the couples in the six groups of point-graphs. 
These results, presented in Table 7.4, support the suggested 
rank-ordering of groups of graphs from 'extreme positive' to 
'extreme negative'. 
The next analyses are comparable to the ones presented in GOTT-
MAN (1979). His argumentation for these analyses is based on the 
fact that the relationship between Problem Decribing and Agreement 
on the one hand, and Problem Solution and Agreement on the other 
hand, discriminated between his nondistressed and distressed 
groups. 
GOTTMAN (1979, p. 177, Table 9.1) distinguishes between, 
amongst others, flat-beginning and flat-ending couples. He sug-
gests, and finds support for, the fact that flat-ending may be 
diagnostic of a contracting skill deficit. Flat-beginning may be 
diagnostic of a validation skill deficit. Contrary to GOTTMAN's 
finding, we could not discriminate between flat-ending and flat-
beginning styles. 
Table 7.6 presents the results on the sequences that were found 
to discriminate between the nondistressed, distressed, and con-
flict couples, or were otherwise significant, i.e., 'contracting 
sequences', validation sequences', 'Yes, but'-sequences, 'yes, 
Dear'-sequences, and 'No deal!'-sequences. We included the results 
on the, so called, counterproposals and 'cross-complaining' 
sequences, since they were found to discriminate GOTTMAN's groups. 
Inspection of Table 7.6 reveals that 'contracting' sequences 
(CONTRIBUTING-CONSENTING) are characteristic of the non-parallel 
and positive graphs. For both 'negative' husband and wife, the 
probability of consequent CONSENTING after CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLU-
TION is not significantly increased. 
'Validation' sequences (DESCRIBING-CONSENTING) are characteris-
tic of all the couples, but especially so for the 'positive' style 
of interaction (very high baserate of CONSENTING). 
'Yes, but'-sequences (DISSENTING-DISSENTING) are characteristic 
of the 'negative' husband and 'non-parallel' spouses, as are --
generally speaking -- the 'No deal'-Sequences (both with conse-
quent INTERRUPTING and DISSENTING after CONTRIBUTING). 
The replication of earlier findings that both 'cross-
complaining' and 'counterproposals' are not characteristic of any 
of the groups is interesting. However, for both 'positive' hus-
band and wife the probability of consequent DESCRIBING (after 
DESCRIBING) and CONTRIBUTING (after CONTRIBUTING) is decreased. 
So, although we do not encounter these sequences themselves, they 
throw as it were their shadows and are, apparently, not without 
meaning. 
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TABLE 7.4 
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance by 
Rank on the Affect Code of the Six Groups of Point-Graphs 
Positive Affect Neutral Affect Negative Affect 
H W H W H W 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Ranks Ranks Ranks Ranks Ranks Ranks 
Extremely Negative 
Mildly Negative 
Neut ra1-Negat ive 
Neutral-Positive 
Mildly Positive 
Extremely Positive 
Chi-Square 
4.5 
10.1 
11.3 
22.4 
16.0 
29.0 
24.4 
4.3 
12.0 
12.3 
18.7 
21.0 
28.0 
19.3 
11. 
15. 
17, 
20, 
27, 
5, 
14, 
.1 
.5 
.2 
.6 
.7 
,7 
.4 
9. 
10. 
17. 
18, 
27, 
16, 
10 
.0 
.3 
.2 
.3 
.7 
.8 
.2 
28.5 
22.8 
17.2 
12.1 
5.5 
8.1 
20.1 
27. 
23. 
17, 
15, 
5, 
4 
22 
.0 
.7 
.0 
.1 
.0 
.6 
.5 
Significance p<.000 p<.002 p<.013 p<.07 p<.001 p<.000 
TABLE 7.5 
Positive, Neutral, and Negative 'Simultaneity-Based' 
Reciprocity for the Negative, Non-Parallel, and 
Positive Groups of Point-Graphs 
Negative Non-Parallel Positive 
H W H W H W 
Negative Affect .87 .81 .35 .24 .00 .00 
Neutral Affect .20 .44 .30 .81 .81 .61 
Positive Affect .45 .27 .26 .57 .65 .86 
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TABLE 7.6 
Results of the Sequential Analysis of the Three Groups 
of Graphs 
Negative Non-Parallel Positive 
Sequences 
Criterion= H W H tf H W 
Contracting n.s. n.s. 3.48 6.84 9.86 4.64 
(SOLL-CONS) (.15) (.11) (.10) (.30) (.59) (.37) 
Validation 20.25 17.07 22.59 20.48 24.86 24.37 
(DESC-CONS) (.30) (.23) (.30) (.26) (.48) (.46) 
Cross-Complaining n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. -4.27 -2.80 
(DESC-DESC) (.15) (.14) (.17) (.22) (.13) (.15) 
Counterproposal n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. -3.52 -1.97 
(SOLL-SOLL) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.02) 
Yes-But 4.16 n.s. 4.75 6.63 n.s. n.s. 
(DISS-DISS) (.11) (.09) (.11) (.12) (.00) (.03) 
Yes Dear 3.64 5.41 5.19 4.08 
(NAGG-CONS) (.15) (.14) (.22) (.16) 
No Deal 
(S0LL-INTR) n.s. 3.03 2.19 2.08 n.s. n.s. 
(.03) (.11) (.07) (.06) (.03) (.02) 
(SOLL-DISS) 5.43 2.10 2.42 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
(.21) (.13) (.10) (.04) (.03) (.04) 
Baserates : 
DESCRIBING 651 614 1072 960 664 653 
CONTRIBUTING (SOLL) 65 83 92 77 59 45 
NAGGING 220 317 148 228 14 21 
CONS=CONSENTING DESC=DESCRIBING DISS=DISSENTING 
INTR=INTERRUPTING NAGG=NAGGING SOLI^CONTRIBUTING TO A SOL. 
Values presented are significant z-scores. 
Observed proportions betveen brackets. 
n.s. = not significant 
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Because of the contradictory findings in the foregoing chapter, 
we will not present any analysis on reciprocity here, except for 
'simultaneity-based' reciprocity. The results on 'contingency-
based' reciprocity are presented in Tables 1-4 in Appendix Q. We 
will discuss these results in Chapter VIII. The results on 
'simultaneity-based' reciprocity are again as one would predict on 
the basis of the reciprocity theory of PATTERSON & REID (1970). 
As Table 7.5 indicates, we find a very high negative simultaneity 
for both 'negative' spouses, a high neutral simultaneity for the 
'positive' spouses, and a high positive simultaneity for the 
'positive' spouses, the 'non-parallel' wife, and the 'negative' 
husband. 
7.1.4. Summary 
The focus on point-graphs, depicting styles of interactions, 
counter-balances the emphasis on self-report data in forming the 
nondistressed, distressed, and conflict couples. They do certainly 
emphasize the nonverbal channel in interaction. If we are to 
reflect the affective atmosphere in interaction, this should be 
based primarily on the nonverbal channel, as we have seen in 
Chapter II. 
Perhaps the most interesting findings are the identification of 
the 'neutral-negative' and 'neutral-positive' graphs, and the 
results of the sequential analyses. 
The 'neutral-negative' and 'neutral-positive' graphs, both 
non-parallel groups of graphs, are clinically interesting. What 
is most striking in the 'neutral-positive' group is the negative 
graph of the wives, which is not reflected in her verbal behavior 
(or in her marital adjustment scores, for that matter). Perhaps 
these persons experience some discomfort in their relationship 
that they are not aware of. 
The 'neutral-negative' graphs are particularly intriguing. 
Perhaps the focus should be more on trying to change the 'neutral' 
spouse than on trying to improve the behavior of the most negative 
spouse. 
Some interesting findings from the sequential analyses are the 
presence of the 'shadow' of cross-complaining and counterproposal 
sequences. It highlights the importance of a decrease in proba-
bility of behaviors. The analyses presented thus far, are based on 
increases in conditional probabilities. More of this will follow 
in the discussion. 
7.2. Analysis of the Commenting Task 
7.2.1. Procedure 
The comments of the subjects were audio-taped. This material 
was analyzed by two observers, unaware of the (non)distress status 
of the couples. Listening to the audiotape the observers indi-
cated in the verbatim where the subject uttered a comment. That 
part of the text where the commented behavior took place was 
underlined. Furthermore, the observers noted: who commented (hus-
band or wife); the exact formulation of the comment; the 
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interpretation the subject gave; and, the impact of that behavior 
(positive, neutral, negative). If a subject did not clearly indi-
cate how s/he evaluated that behavior, the observers tried to 
determine the impact from the manner in which the comment was 
voiced by the subject. If, from this manner of commenting the 
impact could not be deduced, the observers tried to determine the 
impact from the video. These impacts were indicated bwteen brack-
ets so that they could be distinguished from those that were for-
mulated by the subjects themselves. These 'inferred' impacts, 
totalling about 25% of all commented behaviors, are not included 
in the computations that are presented in this Chapter and Appen-
dix 0. 
Appendix I includes an example of a comment of husband 463. In 
floor-switch 075 the husbands formulates (during the underlined 
text) as that which he experiences as negative: 'the whole posi-
tion and the head turned towards the right shoulder and the 
averted gaze' of his wife, which he interprets as ...it occurs in 
the middle of a discussion as a sign that the discussion is use-
less . . . ' . 
Next, the observers watched the commented nonverbal behavior on 
the videotape and described the behaviors as objectively as possi-
ble to facilitate comparison with other commented behaviors. This 
Objective' description was included on a scoring form. 
The commented behaviors were then grouped in terras of the 
commenter's (non)distress status and gender; the impact it was 
given (positive, neutral, negative); and, the channel of nonverbal 
communication (face, voice, and body). This last dimension is 
based on the channels of the Affect Code in an attempt to make the 
descriptions of the positive and negative cues of the Affect Code 
more specific. 
7.3. Results 
One of the problems in the analysis of the comments of the sub-
jects on the (nonverbal) behavior of their spouses is the fact 
that the behaviors commented upon usually consist of a complex of 
behaviors, and the researcher can never be certain that the impact 
was caused by the element identified (e.g., 'glaring eyes' in a 
complex, including tense posture, etc.). Even if a subject is com-
pletely certain about the fact that it is the 'glaring of the 
eyes' or 'tone of voice' that s/he finds irritating, it is only 
after a thorough topographical and functional analysis that the 
observer can determine which element controls the response. All 
this implies that we should consider results from this section as 
tentative and explorative. 
Since some behaviors pertain to more than one channel and the 
concept of channel was somewhat too 'large', it was decided to 
distinguish different categories in each channel by clustering the 
commented behaviors. These categories are shown in Table 7.7, with 
the 'aversiveness' of each category added. This was computed by 
dividing the number of negatively evaluated behaviors in that 
category over all spouses by the total number of commented 
behaviors in that category. 
Table 7.7 reveals that the categories can be rank-ordered from 
most eversive to least aversive, as follows: inattention or gaze 
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aversion (.70); tense posture (.61); vocal characteristics (.60); 
facial expression (.59); sighing 'with the whole body' (.54); eyes 
(.53); and, pointing, jabbing, slicing gestures (.50). 
Rank-ordered from the most important to the least important 
(i.e., the number of times behaviors are distinguished in the 
category) we find the following order: fumbling (130), tense pos-
ture (85), vocal characteristics (83); inattention (76); mouth 
(69); head position (68); laughing (61); and, sighing (59), to 
mention the most important categories. 
Some behaviors are included in more categories. For example, 
the behavior of the wife commented upon in floor-switch 075 by 
husband 463 was tabulated in category Tense Posture and Inatten-
tion (Averted Gaze). These categories resulted in a specificity 
and standardization of the comments, so as to facilitate compari-
son between couples. 
The results of this 'analysis' can be presented along the dif-
ferent categories (Eyes, Facial Expression, Laughing, etc.), the 
channels (Face, Voice, Body), the impact of the behaviors, the 
distress-nondistress status, and sex of the subjects. This can be 
done quantitatively by counting the commented behaviors and their 
impact , and more qualitatively by inspecting the characteristics 
of these behaviors and comparing them across groups. The informa-
tion in Table 7.7 is summarized and reduced in Table 7.8. This 
table shows how many behaviors were distinguished and evaluated as 
positive, neutral or negative in the categories of Face, Voice, 
and Body for all spouses and couples. An inspection reveals that 
(1) distressed couples delivered most comments and the nondis-
tressed couples the least, (2) husbands deliver more comments on 
their wives (especially the distressed ones) than vice versa, and 
(3) most comments pertain to the channel of the Face. 
Interesting is further the fact that nondistressed and conflict 
couples prefer the Face and the distressed couples the Body, and 
that the conflict couples are the most negative, and deliver the 
least neutral comments. This is shown in Tables 7.9 and 7.10. 
An inspection of Table 7.8 reveals the relative importance of 
gaze and eye-contact in the experiences of these spouses (Positive 
Gaze, Negative Gaze, Negative Looking Away) (4). Remarkable is 
further the negative impact of 'tense' behaviors (Tense Position, 
Fumbling). An analysis of the interpretation that the distressed 
and conflict spouses gave to these last two categories of behavior 
is revealing. Generally, these behaviors prompt utterances like: 
"...doesn't listen anymore...", "...is irritated now...", "...is 
on the defensive...", "...closes himself...", "...prepares her 
reply...", "...is occupied with own thoughts...", "...is not 
receptive...", and "...doesn't care...", suggesting that these 
behaviors are indeed well labeled as 'autistic' (EKMAN & FRIESEN, 
1975). 
(4) This finding was actually one of the reasons to retain the 
code Not Tracking and have it coded separately. 
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TABLE 7.7 
Summary of the Categories Distinguished Within the Channels of 
Face, Voice, and Body, with the Aversiveness of Each Category 
Channel Categories Aversiveness 
FACE (1) Mouth 
(2) Eyes 
(3) Facial Expression 
(4) Laughing 
(5) Brows 
(6) Frowning 
(7) Attention (Tracking) 
(8) Inattention (Not Tracking) 
(9) Head Position 
28/69 = 
23/43 = 
19/32 = 
17/61 = 
6/22 = 
12/29 = 
12/49 = 
53/76 = 
32/68 = 
.41 
.53 
.59 
.28 
.27 
.41 
.24 
.70 
.47 
Total Aversiveness of Face = .45 
VOICE Warm Voice 
Emphasis 
Irritated Voice 
Slow Talk 
Interrupting 
Raising of the Voice 
Coughing 
Accusing Voice 
Staccato Voice 
Argumentative Voice 
Denigrating Vocalizations 
Controlled Voice 
Depressive Voice 
Stuttering 
Total Aversiveness of Voice = .60 
BODY (1) Relaxed Posture 
(2) Tense Posture 
(3) Fumbling 
(4) Pointing, Slicing, Jabbing Gestures 
(5) Sighing ('with the whole body') 
0/00 = 
52/85 = 
47/130= 
15/30 = 
32/59 = 
.00 
.61 
.36 
.50 
.54 
Total Aversiveness of Body = .48 
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TABLE 7.8 
Summary of the Results of the Commenting Task 
(Proportions of Positive, Neutral, and Negative Impact) 
Impact 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Sum(f) 
Nondistressed 
Husband 
.30 
.56 
.14 
104 
Wife 
.29 
.60 
.12 
77 
Distressed 
Husband 
.14 
.39 
.47 
147 
Wife 
.12 
.34 
.54 
215 
Conflict 
Husband Wife 
.07 .15 
.32 .25 
.62 .65 
124 189 
TABLE 7.9 
Comparison of the Impact of 
Face and Body 
Nondistressed Face Body Sum 
Nondistressed 107 61 168 
(.64) (.36) 
Distressed 161 181 342 
(.47) (.53) 
Conflict 158 105 263 
(.60) (.40) 
TABLE 7.10 
Comparison Between Positive, Neutral, 
and Negative Impact of Nondistressed, 
Distressed, and Conflict Couples 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Nondistressed 
Distressed 
Conflict 
53 
(.29) 
45 
(.12) 
37 
(.12) 
104 
(.57) 
132 
(.36) 
85 
(.27) 
24 
(.13) 
185 
(.51) 
191 
(.61) 
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7.4. Summary 
The results of the Commenting Task are interesting. They corro-
borate the results presented in the preceding sections, but also 
complement them. Again, we find large differences between the 
distressed and nondistressed couples in the number of behaviors 
commented upon, in the quality of the comments, and in the differ-
ences between husbands and wives. The conflict couples are similar 
in the importance they attach to the channel Face. However, they 
are more extreme than both distressed and nondistressed couples. 
The apparent importance of the Face, in particular the category 
(In-)Attention, and the categories of Tense Posture and Fumbling, 
is noticeable a number of times. This suggests lack of active 
listening skills among the distressed and conflict couples, which 
is emphasized by so many family and marital therapists. It also 
suggests the importance of relaxation in marital therapy. 
+ - + 
|329 (m) <TS> als jij_als jij's met-met-met-raet eeh iets eh 
heh neem nou maar OPgeblazen en helemaal nerveus, 
tegenOVER me zit..eh, dan, IS daar gewoon niks meer te 
zeggen..want dan-dan is ALLES wat ik zeg daar wordt 
overHEEN gepraat op dat moment, dan heeft dat geen 
enkele zin, dan luister je TOCH niet, dan LUISTER je 
gewoon niet, terwijl je als je wat rustiger bent dan 
luister je tenminste nog 'n beetje 
|330 (v) <MOMPELT:> dat weet ik niet 
|331 (m) misschien ook wel 'n beperkte waarschijnlijk wel 
beperkt want eh, we komen niet tot'n-tot'n oplossing 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg.205)| 
+ - + 
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VIII. DISCUSSION 
In the sections to follow, we will begin by summarizing the 
results presented in the foregoing chapters. We will also focus on 
the interaction styles and the comments of the participants on the 
nonverbal facets of their spouse's behavior. In Section 2, we 
will discuss the implications of the results for assessment and 
therapy, and for the evaluation of clinical programs. In Section 
3, we will discuss methodological issues, such as the coding 
scheme, validity of the coding scheme, problems in the design of 
marital observational studies, and problems in sequential 
analysis. In the last section, we will recommend some directions 
for future research. 
8.1. Review of the Results. 
8.1.1. Summary of the Literature 
Marital and family therapists are, as we have seen, unanimous 
in according a central role to communication in fostering a 
healthy and satisfying relationship. Practicioners of various per-
suasions attach importance to general communication skills (e.g., 
spontaneity, feedback, assertiveness, metacommunication, recep-
tiveness to feedback), to active listening (e.g., indicating that 
the message is heard, tracking, paraphrasing, attending to content 
and affect, valuing the message, sender, and self), and to commun-
ication skills of the sender (e.g., specificity, expressiveness, 
congruence, completeness, responsibility for the message). 
Studies on the relationship between communication and marital 
adjustment which use self-report measures, have repeatedly demon-
strated that 'effective' communication is associated with: the 
sending of clear and unambiguous messages; with active listening 
and evidence that the message is heard; with the expression of 
caring and respect; and, with an accurate interpretation of what 
the spouse has meant. 
Those studies, in which behavioral-observation methods have 
been used, show the discriminatory power of the nonverbal channels 
in communication. Moreover, they have repeatedly demonstrated 
that nondistressed marriages are characterized by: a positive emo-
tional atmosphere; a high ratio of agreement to disagreement; a 
fair amount of responsiveness of the spouses towards their 
partners; and, the presence of some particular sequential patterns 
('interacts'). Furthermore, absent in nondistressed relationships 
are: a negative emotional atmosphere (especially in low-conflict 
situations); negative impact; and, a large output of negative con-
tent codes (1). There seems to be agreement amongst researchers 
-- notably GOTTMAN (1979) and the researchers of the Max-Planck-
(1) The difference between the distressed and nondistressed groups 
is usually more extreme in negative than in positive affect. 
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Institute -- that nondistressed couples are able to stop negative 
escalation. 
There are also a number of unreplicated and contradictory find-
ings reported. We will return to these in Section 8.1.3. 
8.1.2. Summary of Our Investigation 
The results of the analyses of the verbatims imply that the 
differences in communication amongst nondistressed, distressed, 
and conflict couples cannot be the result of the difference in 
stress that is generated by urging the couples to discuss their 
main marital problem(s). This experimental condition tended to 
affect the Speech Disturbance Ratio of all the couples. We may, 
therefore, conclude that this condition increased stress for all 
the couples, regardless of their distress-nondistress status. 
This, of course, assuming that the Speech Disturbance Ratio meas-
ures this stress. In addition, we may, on the basis of the verbal 
output, conclude that the conflict couples have the most 'heated' 
discussion and the distressed couples the 'flattest'. 
In the habituation phase, a 'warming-up' period designed to 
help the couples to get used to the situation, the nondistressed 
couples evolve a relaxed atmosphere. They do laugh and acknowledge 
their partners. Nevertheless, they tend to interrupt their 
partners, which is somewhat strange if one considers interrupting 
as a negative feature of communication. The distressed couples 
develop a negative verbal interaction which is characterized by 
disagreeing, some criticizing, and demanding. Often, they are 
silent and show some paralinguistic features of feeling ill at 
ease. This might be the result of the video-situation, but is 
certainly influenced as well by having the couples talk about a 
difficult subject with their spouses. The conflict couples are 
comparable to nondistressed couples in that they tend to develop a 
jocular atmosphere, where nevertheless disagreeing is also a 
characteristic. 
While discussing their main marital problem -- which usually 
centers around both partner's autonomy -- the nondistressed cou-
ples continue their 'positive' communication (2). This does not 
imply, however, that there are no negative codes delivered by 
them. The verbal communication of the distressed couples -- who 
tend to experience communication as their main marital problem --
is quite negative, sarcastic, and also somewhat resigned. This 
pattern of communication is, in fact, comparable to the communica-
tion of the conflict couples who are, however, at the same time 
inclined to talk and interrupt more. This last fact is interest-
ing. It is likely that interruption is not experienced as negative 
(2) An inventory of the problems the couples actually discussed 
reveals that of the 9 nondistressed couples, 6 experienced 
their role relationship as (one of) their main marital 
problem(s), that of the distressed couples 7 experienced their 
communication as (one of) their marital problem(s), and that 
of the conflict couples 5 experienced their role relationships 
and 5 their communication as (one of) their main marital 
problem(s). 
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during a low-conflict task, but becomes so in a high-conflict 
task. 
From the analysis of the Affect Code we may conclude that the 
nondistressed couples are more positive than the distressed cou-
ples, and that the distressed couples are more negative, both in 
the habituation phase as well as during the Marital Problem Dis-
cussion. The conflict couples change. During the first 5 minutes 
they are similar to the nondistressed couples, but during the Mar-
ital Problem Discussion they are more similar to the distressed 
couples. 
The fact that conflict couples resemble the nondistressed cou-
ples in a low-conflict situation and the distressed couples in a 
high-conflict situation -- particularly, with regard to affect 
coding -- is interesting. It demonstrates that, in terms of their 
behavior display, conflict couples are not simply an intermediate 
stage between between nondistressed and distressed couples. In 
addition to that, it demonstrates the importance of studying the 
nonverbal channels as well. Moreover, it points towards a lack of 
skills in handling conflict. It does not suggest a fundamental 
distress experienced in interaction with one's spouse, as seems to 
be the case with the distressed couples. This implies a different 
approach in treatment, which we will discuss in a later section. 
Summarizing results from the sequential analysis is obviously 
vulnerable to bias. This is caused by the many possible analyses, 
each time with different options, resulting in an overload of out-
put. As pointed out by NOTARIUS, KROKOFF & MARKMAN (1981), this 
increases the risk of a Type I error, a capitalization on chance, 
in sequential analysis of the Lag Method-type. It is, therefore, 
with caution that the results of the sequential analyses should be 
interpreted. 
The similarity between the nondistressed wife and husband in 
sequential patterns is striking. This is opposed to the patterning 
of the conflict couples, in which husband and wife (in particular 
the husband) show idiosyncratic patterns. The distressed husbands 
and wives assume an intermediate position. To my mind, this sug-
gests the importance of a mirroring of interaction patterns 
between partners in nondistressed relationships. 
The following sequential patterns discriminate between the 
groups of couples: 
1) 'contracting' sequences (a proposal of a solution to the 
problem, followed by agreement); 
2) 'no deal'-sequences (a proposal of a solution followed by 
disagreement or an interruption); 
3) 'yes, Dear'-sequences (nagging, followed by agreement); and, 
4) to a somewhat lesser extent 'yes, but'-sequences (disagree-
ment followed by disagreement), and 
5) 'cross-complaining' sequences (problem description followed 
by a problem description). These last two sequences are some-
what characteristic of the interaction of distressed and con-
flict husbands. 
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We encounter the most complete 'validation sequences' (Problem 
Describing-Consenting) in the interaction of the nondistressed 
couples, who also show 'contracting sequences' (Contributing to a 
Solution-Consenting). It is particularly in these contracting 
sequences that the groups differ. After CONTRIBUTING, for nondis-
tressed husbands and wives, the probability of consequent CONSENT-
ING is increased, although for the wives consequent DISSENTING is 
also strikingly increased. For the distressed wives and conflict 
husbands the probability of consequent INTERRUPTING is strongly 
increased, suggesting that these spouses are comparable. Their 
partners tend to react with DISSENTING towards a CONTRIBUTING TO A 
SOLUTION. These last two types of sequences we called 'no 
deal'-sequences. 
All couples show a strong tendency to reciprocate negative 
categories like DISSENTING, NAGGING, and INTERRUPTING. 
The function of BLURPING, PAUSING, and PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES 
is remarkable, furthermore. Nondistressed speakers tend to deliver 
BLURPING after another act and tend to continue with another 
category after PAUSING and PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES. Their partners 
do not take the floor immediately after this category, which is 
probably indicative of a relaxed interaction. In the distressed 
and conflict groups, BLURPING might be a signal for the partners 
that they should take the floor. On the other hand, it might be 
an artefact caused by the interruption. An interruption might 
result in the speech being broken off, which will damage the 
intelligeability. 
The increased probability of consequent CONSENTING after NAG-
GING for the distressed couples should be noted. This suggests 
that NAGGING is a successful strategy for drawing the attention of 
the partner. This is supported by the results of a sequential 
analysis of the data of VAN DEN EIJNDEN, HANDELE & MEEUWISSE 
(1978). It was found that NAGGING tended to increase the probabil-
ity of consequent Attention -- a positive nonverbal code that was 
dropped in our study but had been scored in the VAN DEN EIJNDEN, 
et al. study. On the other hand, BLURPING tended to increase the 
probability of consequent Not Tracking. • In other words, for this 
sample of 'clinic' couples, BLURPING actually had the opposite 
effect that NAGGING did (SCHAAP, KLEIN HESSELINK, MAARSE & KER-
KHOF, 1982). 
In the last chapter, we used a different scheme for forming 
groups of couples. Instead of self-report measures, we made use of 
the actual interactions. On the basis of the resulting point-
graphs, we were able to distinguish between three styles, namely, 
a 'negative' and a 'positive' style (monotonically decreasing or 
increasing) and an 'non-parallel' style. 
Each style could, furthermore, be divided into two variants. On 
the basis of the ratios of agreement to disagreement, the marital 
adjustment ratings, and the affect ratings, we were able to rank-
order these styles from most negative to most positive. The two 
non-parallel styles, the 'neutral-negative' and the 'neutral-
positive' seemed quite interesting. Of these variants, the 
'neutral-negative' style is clearly the most negative (lower mari-
tal adjustment scores, lower ratios of agreement to disagreement, 
less positive affect, more negative affect, more distressed cou-
ples in the group). What is interesting about this style is the 
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fact that one partner tends to remain neutral, i.e., does not 
deliver negative or positive content codes and/or with accompany-
ing negative or positive affect. It is suggested that the first 
goal of therapy should be changing the graph (i.e., affect 
display) of this spouse. 'improving' the graph of the negative 
spouse should be a second goal. 
The 'neutral-positive' style is characterized by the more nega-
tive graphs of the wives, in all of these interactions. This 
'negative' style is not reflected in her marital adjustment rat-
ings or verbal behavior. It is reflected, however, in the negative 
impact on the husband. Perhaps treatment should focus here on 
clarifying this nonverbal 'negative' affect, and verbalizing it. 
As we have seen in the foregoing chapter, GOTTMAN distinguishes 
six types of point-graphs, which differ in regard to marital 
satisfaction ratings, mutual criticism, counterproposal, etc. 
Three of these, i.e., the clinic negative, the nonclinic positive, 
and the non-parallel, we also enountered amongst our groups. It 
remains to be seen why we did not encounter his J-curve couples, 
his flat-beginners, and his flat-enders. I think there are three 
reasons for this. First, his graphs were constructed differently 
from our graphs; the scores for husband and wife were averaged 
over each floor-switch. Second, the point-graphs in his study 
pertain to an observation period that is much shorter than ours. 
Finally, the baserates of the Affect Code were different from 
ours. In particular the neutral affect was much higher in 
GOTTMAN's study than in ours. 
During the Commenting Task, the distressed spouses delivered 
most comments and the nondistressed the least. The distressed and 
conflict couples mentioned many more behaviors they experienced as 
eversive than did the nondistressed couples. Further, husbands 
delivered more comments than their wives -- especially the dis-
tressed husbands (3). The conflict couples delivered most nega-
tive comments and least neutral comments. 
The following behavioral categories had an aversiveness score 
-- the proportion of negative impact -- above .50: 
1) inattention or gaze aversion; 
2) tense posture; 
3) vocal characteristics and paralinguistic cues; 
4) facial expression; 
5) sighing (slumping); 
6) the expression of the eyes; and, 
(3) This might have resulted from the fact that the wives were al-
ways the first to start with the Commenting Task and might 
still be impressed by the interaction, which might then result 
in less output. The husband had, therefore, some time to 
quieten down after the Marital Problem Discussion 
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7) jabbing, slicing, and pointing gestures. 
It is interesting to note that the distressed couples tend to 
'prefer' the body and nondistressed and conflict couples to 
'prefer' the face, i.e., preference operationalized as the ten-
dency to distinguish and comment more behaviors in the channel 
body or face. Although it is only a tendency, it does suggest 
that -- when in a high-conflict situation -- the face is a more 
important channel for spouses who have a basically good relation-
ship than the body (again operationalized as spouses who cannot be 
distinguished from nondistressed spouses with regard to affect in 
a low-conflict situation). Perhaps the face is a channel that is 
too intimate for the distressed couples? By the way, it would be 
interesting to check and see if this psychological distance is 
reflected in the immediacy channel (WIENER & MEHRABIAN, 1968). 
Finally, the conflict couples are the most negative and least 
neutral in their comments, reinforcing the suggestion of a 
'heated' discussion. 
Another way of looking at the Commenting Task is to concentrate 
on the interpretation given by the subjects. If we do that, we see 
that the distressed and conflict couples interpret tense posture 
and fumbling of their partners as 'not listening' or defensive-
ness. 
The ideal, but obviously impossible way to analyze this 
material would be to construct a coding system for each person, 
based on the impact of his/her spouses' behavior. Then, the 
behavior of each partner could be coded by observers. This would 
result in data that are supposedly the operationalization of the 
perception of the subject of his/her spouse. Analysis of negative 
reinforcement arrangements would then be possible, since they are 
based on behaviors that are experienced as eversive by the 
receiver. This is, of course, based on the assumption that long 
periods of observation are used. 
On the other hand, participants in interaction might be vulner-
able to the same faults as the naive 'judges' in ROYCE & WEISS 
(1975), i.e., they will 'select' some cues (which might be cues 
they are simply aware of), and they will apply these incon-
sistently (sometimes it is seen as negative, at other times as a 
positive indication, by contrast-effect). 
All in all, trying to sample the comments of the participants 
on the behavior of their partners is very sensible. Perhaps the 
best way is a combination of a Talk Table and the Commenting Task, 
i.e., have the couples rate their own and their partner's behavior 
right after the interaction. A more unobtrusive instrument than 
the Talk Table, e.g., the so-called Communication Box (MARKMAN, in 
press), seems preferable. 
8.1.3. Comparison with the Observational Literature. 
In this section we will focus on the results reported in the 
literature and summarized in Chapter II, which are comparable to 
the results obtained in our study. As was the case in Chapter II, 
we distinguish: replicated findings, unreplicated findings, and 
contradictory findings. We will focus here -- especially with 
regard to the replicated findings — on the nondistressed and dis-
tressed couples. 
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All replicated findings in the literature are confirmed in this 
study. Nonverbal communication (operationalized with the Affect 
Code) discriminates strongly between the nondistressed and dis-
tressed couples. Also the only nonverbal code of the MICS that we 
have retained ('Not Tracking') discriminates very well between 
these groups. 
Negative affect discriminates the distressed and nondistressed 
couples, as does negative impact -- if we may compare our results 
from the commenting task with GOTTMAN's results on the Talk Table. 
Many of the negative content codes (Disagree, Command, Criti-
cize, Excuse, Put Down) discriminate between the distressed and 
nondistressed couples. The negative codes that do not reach sta-
tistical significance, show the same tendency (Deny Responsibil-
ity, Noncompliance, Complain, Interrupt, No Response, combined 
paralinguistic features). 
The presence of a status struggle is difficult to ascertain. If 
the codes Command, Noncompliance, Deny Responsibility, and Excuse 
are seen as operationalizations of a status struggle, then this 
certainly discriminates between the distressed and nondistressed 
couples. 
The agreement/disagreement-ratio discriminates very signifi-
cantly between the two groups, as does Assent, which may be con-
sidered as an operationalization of responsiveness. 
The existence of the sequential patterns of 'validation loops' 
(Problem Describing-Consenting sequences) and 'contracting loops' 
(Contributing to a Solution-Consenting sequences) are confirmed in 
this study. 
A number of unreplicated findings were reported in the litera-
ture. We will focus here on the most important ones. 
The three phases in interaction, as distinguished by GOTTMAN, 
seem to us to be based on a too small amount of evidence. This is 
a pity, because many analyses reported in GOTTMAN (1979) and his 
therapy-program, are based on this scheme. It is likely that 
phases can be distinguished, but further analyses and more 
research needs to be done, in particular with regard to the rela-
tionship between these phases and the data-generating instruction. 
An approach based on single case designs appears to be more fruit-
ful than combining the interactions of different couples (SCHAAP & 
KERKHOF, 1976). An alternative would be identifying phases, based 
on the point-graphs, described in Chapter VI. An application of 
the approach used by MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD (1981) in their sequential 
analysis of individual couples could also be useful. That is, if 
enough observations are available for separate sequential ana-
lyses. 
We were not able to confirm GOTTMAN's finding that there is a 
higher congruence between the coding of observers and nondis-
tressed couples than between observers and distressed couples, as 
is shown in Table 8.1. The impact of each behavior (positive, neu-
tral, negative) was compared to the nonverbal category (Affect 
Code) that was given to that same segment of interaction by the 
observer (positive, neutral, negative). A high congruence between 
observers and participants would be reflected in high values on 
the diagonals. As Table 8.1 reveals, there is, relatively speak-
ing, no difference among the groups of couples with regard to the 
diagonals. What Table 8.1 does reveal is that nondistressed 
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spouses experience many behaviors as neutral that are coded by the 
observers as positive. Conversely, the distressed couples experi-
ence many behaviors as neutral that are coded by the observers as 
negative. Apparently, one gets used to 'positive' or 'negative' 
behavior of one's spouse? By the way, we did not find large 
differences between husbands and wives, as MARKMAN did (personal 
communication). 
We found that positive affect discriminated between distressed 
and nondistressed couples in both a low-conflict task (Habituation 
Phase) as well as in a high-conflict task (Marital Problem Discus-
sion). Albeit, negative affect did so more strongly than positive 
affect. 
TABLE 8.1 
A Comparison of the Coding by the Observers (Affect Code) and the 
Impact as Reported by the Participants During the Commenting Task 
Coding by the Partners (Impact Rating) 
Positive Neutral Negative Total 
Coding by the Observers (Affect Code) 
Nondistressed 
Distressed 
Conflict 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Total 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Total 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Total 
13 
9 
3 
25 
13 
7 
9 
29 
9 
3 
2 
14 
32 
23 
7 
62 
17 
20 
< 62 
99 
16 
22 
12 
50 
1 
5 
7 
13 
10 
23 
85 
118 
11 
31 
37 
79 
46 
37 
17 
100 
40 
50 
156 
246 
36 
56 
51 
143 
Some contradictory findings come across in the literature were 
also reported in Chapter II. 
In our data, the sequential pattern of 'validation loops' 
(Problem Describing-Problem Describing Sequences) is not charac-
teristic for the nondistressed couples; the pattern of 'contract-
ing loops' (Contributing to a Solution-Consenting Sequences) is. 
Other patterns defined by G0TTMAN and/or REVENST0RF, et al. such 
as: 'cross-complaining' (Problem Describing-Problem Describing 
Sequences) and 'counterproposals' (Contributing to a Solution-
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Consenting Sequences), did not appear clearly in our data. How-
ever, their 'shadow' was observed in the interaction of the cou-
ples showing a 'positive' point-graph. 'Cross-complaining' 
sequences were observed in the interaction of distressed and con-
flict husbands. 
Eye-contact, operationalized as 'the listener does not look at 
speaker for three seconds or more' (Not Tracking), does discrim-
inate between distressed and nondistressed couples. 
Interruptions do not discriminate between the distressed and 
nondistressed couples; they do, however, discriminate the conflict 
from the nondistressed couples in a high-conflict task. In a low-
conflict task, it is the nondistressed couple that shows the 
highest proportion of interruptions, a level that they retain dur-
ing the high-conflict task. These observations suggest that 
interruptions are only experienced as aversive in high-conflict 
situations. 
Silence, operationalized as 'all pauses regardless of length' 
as well as 'No Response', i.e., pauses of three seconds or longer, 
do discriminate between the distressed and nondistressed couples. 
They do not, however, discriminate between conflict and nondis-
tressed couples. 
Our conflict couples solve some of the mysteries related to 
interruption and silence. In those studies, in which no distinc-
tion could be made between distressed and nondistressed couples 
based upon interruptions, it might have been so that the instruc-
tion consisted of a low-conflict task, or perhaps the distressed 
couples resemble our distressed couples. In the studies in which 
interruptions were found to discriminate, the distressed couples 
might show more resemblance to our conflict couples. The same 
argumentation could be used to explain the lack of clarity about 
silence and pauses. 
8.1.4. Reciprocity 
We will first summarize the results on contingency-based 
reciprocity over the data of the six groups of graphs, before dis-
cussing the issue of reciprocity. These results are presented in 
Tables 1-4 in Appendix Q. Since the results on affect-content-
and content-affect-reciprocity are somewhat hard to interpret, we 
will concentrate on content- and affect-reciprocity, and discuss 
the results per group of graphs. 
The results of both the 'extremely positive' and 'extremely 
negative' groups of graphs are artefacts, which are due, respec-
tively, to the high baserate of positive affect and negative 
affect. These are so high that almost no other type of affect was 
observed. The results of the remaining four groups of graphs 
reveal the following: Positive, neutral, and negative reciprocity 
is characteristic of the 'mildly positive' and 'mildly negative' 
groups of couples. Partners in the 'non-parallel' groups tend not 
to reciprocate their spouse's behavior; this is particularly true 
for the 'neutral-negative' group, where the differences between 
husbands and wives are also the highest. 
Negative contingency-based content-reciprocity is observed in 
the interaction of the 'neutral-positive' and 'mildly negative' 
couples. This type of reciprocity is suppressed in the interaction 
of both 'positive' groups of couples. 
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TABLE 8.2 
Summary of the Results on Positive Reciprocity 
Simultaneity Baserate Contingency 
Affect MICS Affect MICS- MICS- Affect- Affect-
MICS Affect Affect MICS 
ND H yes suppr. no yes yes 
W yes suppr. yes yes no 
Couple no yes 
DD H suppr. no yes yes no 
W suppr. no no yes yes 
Couple yes no 
CF H suppr. no yes yes yes 
W yes no yes yes yes 
Couple yes no 
EP 
MP 
NP 
NN 
MN 
EN 
H 
w 
H 
w H 
w 
H 
w 
H 
w 
H 
w 
suppr. 
suppr. 
suppr. 
suppr. 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
H= Husband W= Wife 
ND= Nondistressed DD= Distressed CF= Conflict 
EP= Extremely Positive MP= Mildly Positive NP= Neutral-Positive 
NN= Neutral-Negative MN= Mildly Negative EN= Extremely Negative 
yes = reciprocity was observed 
no = reciprocity was not observed 
suppr.= reciprocity was suppressed (i.e., a significantly negative 
z-score was observed) 
Blanks indicate that reciprocity is irrelevant, due to too 
few observations or to artefacts. 
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TABLE 8.3 
Summary of the Results on Negative Reciprocity 
Simultaneity Baserate Contingency 
Affect MICS Affect MICS-
MICS 
MICS- Affect- Affect-
Affect Affect MICS 
ND 
DD 
CF 
EP 
MP 
NP 
NN 
MN 
EN 
H 
W 
suppr. 
suppr. 
Couple 
H 
W 
yes 
yes 
Couple 
H 
W 
yes 
yes 
Couple 
H 
W 
H 
V 
H 
W 
H 
W 
H 
W 
H 
w 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
suppr. 
yes 
yes 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
yes 
yes 
no 
suppr. 
yes 
yes 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
suppr. 
no 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
suppr. 
suppr. 
suppr. 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
no 
yes 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
yes 
no 
no 
no 
H= Husband W= Wife 
ND= Nondistressed DD= Distressed CF= Conflict 
EP= Extremely Positive MP= Mildly Positive NP= Neutral-Positive 
NN= Neutral- Negative MN= Mildly Negative EN= Extremely Negative 
yes = reciprocity was observed 
no = reciprocity was not observed 
suppr.= reciprocity was suppressed (i.e., a significantly negative 
z-score was observed) 
Blanks indicate that reciprocity is irrelevant, due to too 
few observations or to artefacts. 
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We distinguished between positive, neutral, and negative 
baserate-based, simultaneity-based, and contingency-based recipro-
city, on the level of the verbal (content, or MICS-codes) and of 
the nonverbal channel (Affect Codes). 
Since PATTERSON & REID (1970) limited their predictions to 
positive and negative reciprocity, we will not discuss neutral 
reciprocity here. Tables 8.2 and 8.3 summarize the results of 
positive and negative reciprocity, respectively, as operational-
ized in our study. 
With regard to positive reciprocity, we may conclude the fol-
lowing. The interaction of nondistressed couples is characterized 
by: 
- the presence of baserate-based affect-reciprocity; 
- the presence of simultaneity-based affect-reciprocity; 
- the absence of baserate-based content-reciprocity; and, 
- the suppression of contingency-based content-reciprociy. 
Positive contingency-based affect-reciprocity is characteristic 
of all couples, except for the neutral-negative ones. Further-
more, contingency-based content-reciprocity is suppressed for both 
groups of 'positive' couples. 
With regard to negative reciprocity, we may conclude the fol-
lowing. The interaction of the nondistressed couples is charac-
terized by: 
- the presence of baserate-based affect-reciprocity; 
- the presence of contingency-based content-affect-reciprocity; 
- the presence of contingency-based affect-reciprocity; and, 
- the suppression of (negative) simultaneity-based affect. 
The interaction of the distressed couples is characterized by: 
- (negative) simultaneity-based affect-reciprocity; 
- the absence of contingency-based content-affect- and affect-
content-reciprocity; and, 
- the suppression of baserate-based affect-reciprocity. 
Negative simultaneity-based affect-reciprocity is also charac-
teristic of the interaction of the conflict couples. Negative 
baserate-based content-reciprocity is characteristic of all cou-
ples. Negative contingency-based content-reciprocity is charac-
teristic of the neutral-negative group of couples. Negative 
contingency-based affect-reciprocity is suppressed among the 
neutral-negative couples and the neutral-positive wives (i.e., the 
neutral-positive husband does not tend to reciprocate negative 
affect). Finally, the overall negative reciprocity of the con-
flict couples is to be noted. As already stated in Chapter VI, we 
assume this to be indicative of a 'heated' discussion. 
We may draw some general conclusions about reciprocity. First, 
reciprocity is not an unequivocal concept. We have to distinguish 
several facets, such as: the dimension of time, the valency or 
impact, the channel of communication, and even the sex-role of the 
interactants. Husbands and wives do not show the same patterns. 
This is particularly so for the 'neutral-positive' and 'neutral-
negative' couples, both somewhat 'distressed' couples (based on 
their average marital adjustment rating, ratio of agreement to 
disagreement, and positive and negative affect). 
Our data do not support the point of view of PATTERSON & REID 
(1970) altogether. In the case of baserate-based or siraultaneity-
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based affect-reciprocity, we found support for their point of 
view. Positive reciprocity is not characteristic of the nondis-
tressed couples, except for baserate-based and simultaneity-based 
affect-reciprocity. In itself, a very interesting finding. Furth-
ermore, negative reciprocity is not characteristic of the dis-
tressed couples, except for simultaneity-based affect-reciprocity. 
There is at least one group of couples (the 'neutral-negative') 
where the absence of affect-reciprocity (contingency-based) is 
characteristic. Based on other criteria, this group may be con-
sidered 'distressed' (even if one nondistressed couple is 
present!). 
Second, if one wants to distinguish between distressed and non-
distressed couples with regard to reciprocity, the nonverbal chan-
nel (affect) is a better discriminator than the verbal channel. 
This is particularly so with regard to baserate- and 
simultaneity-based reciprocity. Furthermore, as at least one 
other study seems to suggest (CONGER & SMITH, 1981), the factor 
time is important, particularly, with regard to negative recipro-
city. They found 'time-lagged' negative reciprocity, i.e., nega-
tive behaviors were reciprocated not immediately, but after a 
delay of about 15 seconds; positive reciprocity was immediate. 
This study, as well as our distinction between simultaneity-, 
baserate-, and contingency-based reciprocity, reveal the impor-
tance of the factor time. More research needs to be done to 
investigate the importance of this factor and the impact or 
valency (positive, neutral, negative reciprocity). 
Third, some types of reciprocity (especially, affect-
reciprocity) look remarkably like 'equity'. According to CONGER & 
SMITH (1981), equity exists if each individual's outcomes, rela-
tive to his or her behavioral investments, equals the partner's 
outcome. These authors conclude that in the dyadic case involving 
direct behavioral exchange, equity appears to reduce to a formula 
for reciprocity, the exchange of equivalents. Other authors (e.g., 
BURGESS & HUSTON, 1979) claim that equity concepts can be used to 
explain the development of intimate relationships. They doubt its 
value in explaining interaction processes. Since the definition 
of equity employs concepts like outcomes and investments, it is 
perhaps more the self-report aspect, whereas reciprocity is more 
the observational aspect of what essentially boils down to the 
same phenomenon, i.e., some sort of 'tit for tat', behaving alike, 
mirroring, 'tuning in' of own behavior with that of the partner, 
not unfolding own program, etc. 
Finally, the results on positive baserate-based content-
reciprocity seem to support a 'bank-account' model, which was 
first suggested by GOTTMAN, et al. (1977). It is as if nondis-
tressed couples do not have to exchange positive verbal codes 
immediately: they have credit. Nondistressed couples invest by 
presenting rewards to each other which accumulate, thereby making 
it possible for any individual partner to withdraw from the 
'account' without having an immediate deposit to cover (WEISS, 
1981, p. 25). 
As stated earlier, we could not investigate the concept of 
'coercion', as operationalized by PATTERSON & REID (1970) and, in 
particular, PATTERSON (1978). Long periods of observation are 
needed to enable the researcher to investigate the existence of 
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negative reinforcement arrangements and their utility values. How­
ever, coercion implies that some behaviors are experienced as 
eversive, others as attractive in interaction. Usually this 
attractiveness-aversiveness is defined a priori. We defined the 
attractiveness of the behavior codes empirically, on the basis of 
the rating received from a group of observers, on the basis of 
antecedent negative content codes, and on the basis of consequent 
affect displayed by the 'receiver'. These three approaches 
resulted in similar rank-orderings. Combining these three 
approaches, we found that the content codes (MICS-codes) could be 
rank-ordered from most eversive to most attractive as follows: 
Excuse, Deny Responsibility, Put Down; Complain; Criticize; Inter­
rupt; Disagree; No Response; Command; Accept Responsibility; Talk; 
Negative Solution, Positive Solution; Normative; Problem Descrip­
tion; Question; Approve; Agree; Assent; Laugh; and. Humor. 
8.1.5. His and Her Marriage. 
SAFILIOS-ROTHSCHILD (1976), in an attempt to integrate the 
results of sociological and psychological studies concerning mar­
riage and marital interaction, states that the inevitable conclu­
sion of the differences between husbands and wives reported in 
these studies must be that two different phenomena exist: the mar­
riage of the husband and that of the wife. These are two dif­
ferent worlds. 
REVENSTORF, et al. (1980), in an otherwise well-designed study, 
do present sequential analyses of marital interaction without 
specifying the sex of the speaker in the analyses. MARGOLIN Ь WAM-
POLD (1981), although reporting differences in frequential 
analysis between husbands and wives, do also not report separate 
sequential analyses of husbands and wives (4). 
Our results indicate that the wives tend to deliver more Put 
Down and the husbands more Talk. The wives display more negative, 
the husbands more positive affect. MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD (1981) 
report sex differences for nonverbal positive and verbal negative 
categories. Wives, compared to husbands, were likely to demon­
strate more of these behaviors, particularly for the codes of 
Smile/Laugh, Complain, and Criticize. The opposite pattern held 
for Excuse and Not Tracking -- the women appear to exhibit greater 
emotional expressiveness and the men appear to rely more on fac­
tual explanations or withdrawal (5). 
Although it does not completely explain the many differences 
between husbands and wives in our analyses, we may detect an 
interaction effect between sex(role) and distress-nondistress in 
communicational patterns. Our analyses suggest for both dis­
tressed and nondistressed couples, a mild 'instrumental role for 
the husband and a mild 'affectional' role for the wife. For the 
conflict couples this pattern is reversed. As far as I could 
(4) The reason might be that they performed analyses based on the 
data of individual couples versus aggregate data. To insure a 
sufficient amount of observations they might have, somewhat 
artificially, had to combine husband-wife and wife-husband se­
quences . 
(5) The reader will recall that we did not find any effect of the 
factor sex on Not Tracking 
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find, no other study reports this 'interaction effect', which 
might, by the way, also have resulted from the stage in the family 
life cycle of our couples. Again, an advantage of including the 
'in between' group in the analysis. This 'affectional' role in 
the interaction of the wives is defined by GOTTMAN (1979, p. 122) 
as: 
"...nonclinic couples intersperse agreement and break nega-
tive affect chains by some editing process that intercedes 
between nonverbal behaviors while listening and nonverbal 
behaviors during message delivery..." 
GOTTMAN states further (1979, p. 149): 
"...one hypothesis we can generate is that nonclinic hus-
bands perform a cognitive editing function that moderates 
between listening and speaking in lower conflict situations, 
while nonclinic wives perform this function on higher con-
flict tasks..." 
Later, GOTTMAN makes clear that the editing function consists of 
preventing negative affect from escalating. The following argu-
mentation provides clarification. Generally speaking, it is indeed 
the husband who takes up the instrumental role and the wife who 
takes up the affectional role. Furthermore, it is generally the 
husband who behaves more negatively in the relationship than does 
the wife. This is probably the result of the fact that the rela-
tionship is more important for the wife than for the husbands. 
However, sometimes -- and this is the case for the conflict cou-
ples and, without any doubt, for the 'neutral-positive' couples in 
the last chapter -- it is the wife who is unhappy with the marital 
relationship AND EXPRESSES THIS, perhaps not verbally, but cer-
tainly in her affect display. This will make her behavior unusu-
ally negative, which in turn forces the behavior of the husband in 
a more positive, i.e., editing direction. We might suppose that 
such a mechanism would only work in relationships that are basi-
cally sound. So, I would predict that if a wife would be unhappy 
with the marital relationship and expresses this in a relationship 
with a husband who is unwilling or unable to take up the editing 
role, the marriage will become 'distressed' (in the sense of this 
study). 
As the point-graphs of Chapter VI show, many husbands are par-
ticularly neutral in their behavior. One solution for therapy 
might be to focus on the sender skill of 'expressing feelings'. 
Then, slowly the husband (or, sometimes, the wife) might be taught 
to take the editing role when discussing a fundamental issue in 
their relationship. 
An important issue, not touched upon thus far, is the impact of 
the 'women's lib movement'. I think it was Jay Haley who remarked 
that at least one effect of emancipation would be an increase in 
marital distress. I tend to agree with this statement, although I 
do not agree with the sometimes implied consequence that striving 
towards an egalitarian pattern in marriage is necessarily regret-
ful (6). Based upon the fact that among the conflict couples more 
(6) Condidering the fact that '(...)more wives than husbands re-
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wives have an outside job or study, in addition to the fact that 
many conflict couples experienced mutual autonomy as their main 
marital problem, I would predict that the 'distress' caused by the 
'feminist movement' (or striving towards an egalitarian pattern) 
is different from that experienced by the distressed couples. The 
latter experience a deep relationship problem (expressed as 'we 
cannot communicate'), but do have some fundamental communication 
skills at their disposal. Whereas the majority of the former 
report problems in the area of mutual independence, they lack some 
fundamental skills to solve these problems. 
8.2. Clinical Implications. 
CROMWELL, OLSON & FOURNIER (1976, p. 517) define 'diagnosis* 
as : 
"...the ability to describe and classify individual (intra-
personal) and relationship (inter-personal) dynamics that 
can be effectively integrated into treatment. Diagnosis is 
primarily helpful if it enables the therapist(s) to develop 
and evaluate a treatment plan for a couple or family..." 
Two ways of classifying the couples in our study may be dis-
tinguished: i.e., on the basis of self-report data by the subjects 
(marital satisfaction; clinic status), and on the basis of obser-
vational data (point-graphs). A marital or family therapist 
should monitor both dimensions when assessing and designing a 
therapy program for a particular couple. 
Within the dimension of self-report, two groups, i.e., the dis-
tressed couples and the conflict couples, are of particular 
interest to the therapist simply because s/he is likely to 
encounter them. Based upon this study, with full realization of 
the risks involved in making generalizations, we would propose 
that the conflict couples (one of the spouses is unhappy with the 
marriage; both spouses are happy(!) but nevertheless ask for 
therapy) have fundamentally a good relationship. The problems they 
experience are urgent issues, but they do not have the right 
problem-solving or coping skills. Usually it is the wife who is 
unhappy about the marriage. The fact that the husband is likely to 
take the editing role is a good prognostic sign. 
Distressed couples experience a fundamental problem in their 
relationship: they are likely to say themselves 'we cannot commun-
icate' . On the other hand, compared to the conflict couples, the 
distressed couples seem to have some minimal problem solving 
skills (e.g.. Positive Solution, some validation sequences). A 
focus on communication skills alone, would seem inappropriate for 
this group of couples. 
One way to find out if a particular couple is more like a 
port marital frustration and dissatisfaction; more report 
negative feelings; more wives than husbands consider their 
marriage unhappy, have considered separation or divorce, have 
regretted their marriage; and fewer report positive companion-
ship' (BERNARD, 1972, p. 41), such a striving seems rather ap-
propriate. 
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conflict couple or like a distressed couple, as defined in our 
study, is by introducing a low- and a high-conflict situation. If 
the affect of the couple is very positive in the low-conflict 
situation (e.g., discussing the time they met), the couple is most 
likely a 'conflict' couple and the emphasis should be on problem-
solving and communication skills. 
However, when in this neutral situation the affect of both 
spouses already is negative, the couple is most likely a dis-
tressed couple, in the sense of this study. When discussing 
therapy programs for these distressed couples, one faces the prob-
lem of 'how to train persons to like or love one other'. This was 
also one of the main issues of a recent symposium on marital 
interaction (HAHLWEG & JACOBSON, in press), and is not easy to 
answer. 
The therapist should also 'tune in' to the affect display of 
both spouses and its course. Based on the observational dimen-
sion, four groups are of relevance to the clinician, i.e., the 
'neutral-positive', the 'neutral-negative', the 'mildly negative', 
and the 'extremely negative' group. The neutral-positive group 
seems to have the best prognosis. Although the wife shows a nega-
tive curve, the husband takes over the editing role. The focus in 
therapy should certainly be on explicating this negative affect 
display (which as we have seen is not reflected in her verbal 
behavior). 
In the 'neutral-negative' group, the 'neutrality' of one 
partner should be focused upon. As already stated, this couple 
might derive some benefit from training the 'neutral' spouse in 
expressing his/her affect and show what really goes on inside 
him/her. Here, the negativeness remains on the verbal level. 
The mildly and extremely negative couples are obviously the 
ones with the worst prognosis. 
Based upon the results of the analysis of the Commenting Task, 
we would suggest the introduction of relaxation training in mari-
tal therapy. Next to a presumable reduction in 'tense posture' 
and 'fumbling', which will result in a decrease in negative 
impact, it would create a more relaxed atmosphere. 
The therapist will also have to monitor the impact of nonverbal 
behaviors of the spouses. Without saying that attributing a nega-
tive impact or negative intention on the part of his/her partner 
will cause marital problems, it is without any doubt that focusing 
on these impacts and associated attributions is an important 
ingredient of marital therapy. Feedback procedures (cfr., THOMAS, 
WALTERS & O'FLAHERTY, 1974) seem sensible in this context. 
A number of indices for evaluating the effect of marital 
therapy -- or, rather, the 'effect of being in marital therapy' 
(NAWAS, PLUK & WOJCIECHOWSKI, 1980) -- have been suggested in the 
foregoing pages. Replicated, valid indices of improvement as a 
result of marital therapy are: 
1) an increase in positive affect; 
2) a decrease in negative affect; 
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3) a decrease in negative verbal categories (Disagree, Conunand, 
Criticize, Complain, Put Down); 
4) a decrease in the codes Accept Responsibility and Deny 
Responsibility; 
5) an increase in the ratio of agreement to disagreement, or 
Agree to Disagree plus Nagging, or Consenting to Dissenting 
(7); 
6) an increase in the sequence: Contributing to a Solution, fol-
lowed by Consenting; and, 
7) a decrease in Not Tracking-. 
I suggest the following indices for measuring improvement in mari-
tal (and family) therapy, which have to be replicated in future 
research: 
1) a decrease in the sequence: Contributing to a Solution, fol-
lowed by either Dissenting or Interrupting (Interrupting 
seems to be the strategy for the person that is trying to 
prevent negativity in the interaction from escalating); 
2) a decrease in the negative impact of 'gaze aversion'; 
3) a decrease in tension, especially a tense posture and fum-
bling; 
4) a decrease in paralinguistic features like: sighing, cough-
ing, swallowing, etc.; 
5) a generally positively increasing point-graph for both 
spouses; 
6) similarity of the behavior of both spouses in affect, impact, 
and sequential patterns; 
7) the presence of positive simultaneity-based affect-
reciprocity; 
8) the presence of positive baserate-based affect-reciprocity; 
9) the absence of negative simultaneity-based affect-
reciprocity; 
(7) A comparable ratio is the ratio of positive affect to positive 
plus negative affect. This ratio discriminated the distressed 
and nondistressed couples even stronger than the ratio of 
agreement to disagreement, with average values for the nondis-
tressed, distressed, and conflict husbands and wives: .87, 
.75; .16, .22; .58, .28, respectively. We note the striking 
difference between the ratios for the conflict husbands and 
wives. 
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10) the suppression of positive baserate-based content-
reciprocity; 
11) the suppression of positive contingency-based content-
reciprocity; and, 
12) the presence of the editing role. However, as GOTTMAN points 
out, flexibility in the person who takes this role should 
exist. 
8.3. Methodological Issues 
In the family-related literature there is a perceptibly growing 
interest among researchers in the behavioral-observational methods 
which are so central to our study. As FILSINGER, LEWIS & McAVOY 
(1981) state, this concern grew out of the long-term interest of 
researchers and therapists in assessing marriage and in finding 
ever more secure data on which to base theory and practice. SOSKIN 
Ы JOHN (1963) and RYDER (1968) already used behavioral-
observational methods. The study of SOSKIN & JOHN (1963), although 
the interaction of only one couple in different social situations 
(episodes) was observed, is particularly interesting because they 
employed different levels of coding. These studies were certainly 
unrepresentative for the bulk of the studies on husband-wife 
interaction, that, in a respectable sociological tradition, have 
stressed self-report methods. 
FILSINGER, LEWIS & McAVOY (1981) stress a number of factors 
that influenced the rising popularity of the behavioral-
observational methods among family researchers. One of the 
foremost factors is the disenchantment with the traditional ques­
tionnaire measures to provide the data basis upon which theory and 
practice are to be built. As RAUSH, et al. (1974) have put it: 
'studying what people say about themselves is no substitute for 
studying how they behave' (pg. 5). 
Furthermore, ethologists and workers in the area of nonverbal 
communication had a significant impact on the study of husband-
wife interaction by introducing sophisticated methodology and sta­
tistical techniques (e.g., ALTMAN, 1965; EKMAN & FRIESEN, 1975; 
MEHRABIAN, 1972; SACKETT, 1979). 
The family systems approach heavily emphasized behavioral 
observational and stimulated a number of influential projects 
(e.g., MISHLER & WAXLER, 1968; RAUSH, BARRY, HERTEL & SWAINN, 
1974). In a later section in this chapter, I will describe a study 
combining some of the features of the systems approach and the 
theory of speech acts. 
Several authors (e.g., MARGOLIN, 1981; CROMWELL & PETERSON, 
1981; ALLRED, HARPER, WADHAM & WO0LLEY, 1981) emphasize mul-
timethod measurement (cfr., CROMWELL, OLSON & FOURNIER, 1976). 
Relationship satisfaction has long been recognized as a fundamen­
tal goal of assessment, behavioral or otherwise. And satisfaction 
is a very subjective phenomenon. Furthermore, the values, beliefs, 
and attitudes that are related to this satisfaction are important, 
as is spouses' processing of the information regarding their rela­
tionship (MARGOLIN, 1981). This means that behavioral-
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observational methods are no substitute for self-report methods, 
but that they should be integrated. To twist the words of RAUSH, 
et al., studying how people behave is no substitute for what they 
say about themselves. 
In the following sections, we will discuss the coding scheme 
used, the problem of validity of our coding scheme, some methodo-
logical problems in designing marital observation studies, and 
problems in sequential analysis. 
8.3.1. The Coding Scheme. 
The Speech Disturbance Categories posed no great difficulties 
to the coders. The reliability is high and the scheme appears to 
be valid. This last point is important, because thus far no study 
has investigated the question whether the difference in frequency 
of negative verbal codes between nondistressed and distressed cou-
ples is the result of a difference in stress that is caused by 
having to discuss one's main marital problem. So, although we 
probably have to admit that the standardization of the instruction 
in marital observation studies is impossible, we can almost be 
sure that the anxiety that is generated by the situation and the 
task is comparable for the groups involved. 
One of the advantages of having to transcribe the interactions 
and scrutinizing the verbatims for 'hesitation phenomena' was that 
paralinguistic features, thought to be associated with strains in 
the discussion, could be identified. These paralinguistic 
features did not discriminate very strongly between the different 
groups in the frequential analysis. However, both in the Habitua-
tion Phase and in the Marital Problem Discussion this category 
tended to discriminate between the nondistressed and distressed 
couples. The sequential analysis suggests that this category is 
indeed experienced as eversive. This is based upon its being asso-
ciated with the categories DISSENTING and NAGGING (especially for 
the distressed and conflict couples) and its being associated with 
consequent negative affect by the partner. We therefore suggest 
that some paralinguistic features (Sighing, Sniffing, Swallowing, 
Coughing, Groaning, and 'ts') are indicative of a negative emo-
tional atmosphere. 
In the course of the years since its construction, new codes 
have been added to the MICS (e.g.. Smile, and more recently, Min-
dreading and Paraphrasing (8)) and different schemes to combine 
codes into categories have been proposed (Appendix S). 
We have decided to use only the verbal codes of the 
MICS and complement these with the Affect Code of the CISS. This 
was based upon sound arguments, primarily those concerning the 
problems involved in sequential analysis using only the original 
scheme. These problems are caused by the fact that the MICS does 
not code nonverbal behaviors continually. 
Our categorization scheme, although based on the consensus of a 
number of authors, did differ slightly from that consensus. It 
was therefore somewhat of a relief when one of the creators of the 
MICS indicated agreement with the scheme (WEISS, personal 
(8) The reader is referred to WIEDER & WEISS, 1980, and MARGOLIN & 
WAMPOLD, 1981, for the most recent versions of the MICS 
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communication). 
We encountered at least eleven different schemes for categoriz­
ing the MICS-codes in the literature (9). The differences between 
the schemes are usually not great, and pertain to a limited number 
of codes. Some of the main differences are (cfr., HAHLWEG, REIS-
NER, KOHLI, VOLLMER, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, in press): 
1) inclusion of Interrupt (In) into a negative (e.g., BIRCHLER, 
1972; JACOBSON, 1977) or neutral category (MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 
1981). Our results suggest that this depends on the task. In a 
high-conflict situation Interrupt is experienced as aversive. 
2) inclusion of Negative Solution (Ns) into a problem description 
(VINCENT, 1972), a negative (HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 
1981), or a neutral category (MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 1981), or 
total exclusion from statistical analysis (MARGOLIN, 1978; 
BIRCHLER, 1972). Our results indicate that Negative Solution 
belongs in the same -- neutral? -- category as Positive Solu­
tion. 
3) inclusion of Attention (At) into a positive category (MARGOLIN 
& WEISS, 1978; HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 1981) or total 
exclusion (BIRCHLER, 1972; MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 1981). Attention 
was not coded in our study. The re-analysis of the data of VAN 
DEN EIJNDEN, et al. (1978) suggest that Attention be included 
in a positive category. 
4) inclusion of Problem Description (Pd) into a negative (JACOB-
SON, 1977) or neutral category. Our results offer no support 
for considering this code negative. 
5) Inclusion of Disagree (Dg) in the neutral category (MARGOLIN & 
WAMPOLD, 1981). Our analysis on the attractiveness-
aversiveness of the MICS-codes provide no support for this. 
Disagree should be regarded as a negative code. 
6) inclusion of Command (Cm) in the neutral category (MARGOLIN & 
WAMPOLD, 1981). Our analyses are not definitive, but suggest 
that Command be considered a negative code. 
7) inclusion of Noncompliance (Nc) in the neutral category (MARGO­
LIN & WAMPOLD, 1981). We find no support for this, although 
the baserate of this code is extremely low. 
8) absence of a large number of codes in many categorization 
schemes, in particular the codes: Smile, Solution Past, Com­
mand, Talk, Normative, Question, Compliance, Noncompliance, 
Paraphrase, and Mindread. 
(9) BIRCHLER, 1972; BOELENS, EMMELKAMP, MARKVOORT & MacGILLAVRAY, 
1980; HAHLWEG, SCHINDLER & REVENSTORF, 1981; JACOBSON, 1977; 
LERNER, 1973; LIBERMAN, LEVINE, WHEELER, SANDERS & WALLACE, 
1976; MARGOLIN, 1978; MARGOLIN Ь WAMPOLD, 1981; MARGOLIN & 
WEISS, 1978; PATTERSON & HOPS, 1972; PATTERSON, HOPS & WEISS, 
1975; ROYCE & WEISS, 1975; VINCENT, 1972; WEISS & ENGEL, 1976; 
WEISS, HOPS & PATTERSON, 1973; WIEDER Ь WEISS, 1980. 
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Interestingly, the problem solving codes (category CONTRIBUTING 
TO A SOLUTION: Compromise, Negative Solution, Positive Solution) 
-- supposedly the codes that should discriminate between the dif-
ferent groups of couples in a conflict resolution task -- are not 
very effective. The reaction towards these codes is more instruc-
tive. This pattern discriminates well between the three groups, 
and reveals the fact that the distressed husbands and conflict 
wives and the distressed wives and conflict husbands resemble each 
other. 
During the extensive pilot-work and the actual coding, the need 
to introduce a new code was felt. This code may be referred to as 
Escape, which would identify an evasive strategy, which is coded 
now with Accept Responsibility, Deny Responsibility or, even, 
Agree. Also, it was felt that it should be possible to allow 
coders the alternative of combining codes more often. This would 
enable the researcher to study the structure of the coding scheme, 
e.g., by cluster analysis. This, in turn, would provide a sounder 
base for combining codes into summary categories. Although these 
were considered sensible changes, they were not effectuated in the 
present study. 
An important issue raised in SCHINDLER (1981) is the fact that 
the MICS is not a category system of which the derivation is based 
upon theory; it is essentially a data-based, pragmatic system. We 
will return to this issue in the Recommendations section. 
The nonverbal codes of the MICS that were not used in our study 
(Attention, Positive Physical Contact, Smile, Turn Off) return 
implicitly in the cues of the Affect Code. However, we sometimes 
wondered if the Affect Code was not somewhat too simplistic, con-
sidering the different channels in nonverbal communication (cfr., 
KEY, 1975, 1977). The more so, since it could not be used as a 
7-point rating scale (Face Positive, Voice Positive, Body Posi-
tive, Body Neutral, Body Negative, Voice Negative, Body Negative) 
due to the low kappas. Further research needs to be done to con-
cretize the cues of the Affect Code. This was partly the goal of 
the Commenting Task. In our study, the Affect Code strongly 
discriminated between the distressed and nondistressed couples in 
both a low- and a high-conflict task, and between the nondis-
tressed and conflict couples in the high-conflict task. It would 
be interesting to combine the nonverbal codes of the MICS and the 
Affect Code. We could then determine the attractiveness-
aversiveness of the nonverbal MICS-codes as was done with the ver-
bal codes. 
We noted the differences in baserates of positive and negative 
affect between our study and GOTTMAN (1979) and the re-analysis of 
RAUSH, et al. (1974). Recently, another study was reported using 
the Affect Code (HAHLWEG, REISNER, KOHLI, VOLLMER, SCHINDLER & 
REVENSTORF, in press). If we compare our baserates with those 
obtained in GOTTMAN (1979) and those obtained in HAHLWEG, et al. 
(in press), an interesting pattern arises, as can be seen in Table 
8.4. It reveals that the coders in GOTTMAN's study preferred neu-
tral affect, those in HAHLWEG, et al. (in press) preferred posi-
tive affect, and those in our study preferred negative affect. 
One of the reasons for these differences might be that the groups 
of coders arrived at a different consensus with regard to the cod-
ing of affect. This effect might be the result of cross-cultural 
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differences, as is suggested by HAHLWEG, et al., between American, 
German, and Dutch coders. Since the differences are quite impres-
sive, I think this possibility is very real. This implies that the 
definitions of the cues should be revised. Another possibility is 
that the couples are incomparable. There are some indications 
that our nondistressed couples, in general, are less nondistressed 
than those in GOTTMAN and HAHLWEG, et al. On the other hand, I do 
not wholly exclude a task-effect. I presume that GOTTMAN's task 
was somewhat less conflictual than our task. HAHLWEG, et al. 
explicitly state that a moderate problem from their Problem List 
was selected for the Marital Problem Discussion. I doubt, how-
ever, that these two factors (difference between couples, task-
effect) account completely for the massive differences in 
baserates. What, in fact, may have happened is that our coders 
guessed which couples were distressed and which were nondis-
tressed, as will all coders in all studies do, I suppose. When a 
coder considers a couple distressed, s/he may code much more 
behavior negative. The assumption that our couples are more dis-
tressed than those in the other two studies, plus the fact that we 
used a high-conflict task, which will make it more probable that 
coders perceive the interactants as more negative, might explain 
our higher negative baserate. Still, I am convinced that the 
instructions for the coders in these three studies must have dif-
fered completely. A solution to this problem is to have coders 
score different couples discussing different topics. The order in 
which these interactions are presented, should be randomized. 
Having the same tapes coded by American, German, and Dutch coders, 
might indicate the effect of cross-cultural differences. 
TABLE 8.4 
Comparison of Baserates of Neutral, Positive, and Negative Affect 
Between GOTTMAN (1979), HAHLWEG, et al. (in press), and Our Study 
(Percentages) 
Affect 
Neutral 
Positive 
Negative 
GOTTMAN 
DD 
65 
10 
25 
(1979) 
ND 
85 
12 
3 
HAHLWEG, 
DD 
36 
33 
31 
et al. 
ND 
7.5 
91.5 
1 
Our Study 
DD ND 
21 32 
12 52 
65 25 
ND = Nondistressed Couples 
DD = Distressed Couples 
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8.3.2. Validity 
In this section, we will focus on the validity of our coding 
scheme. Following MARKMAN, et al. (1981), we will discuss 
criterion-oriented (concurrent, predictive), content, and con-
struct validity. 
Both the MICS and the Affect Code have concurrent validity, if 
distress-nondistress is taken as the criterion. However, a number 
of studies report no significant correlations between MICS-codes 
and solf-report criteria (e.g., MARGOLIN, 1978) (10), suggesting 
that w .rvational data are only sensitive to differences between 
widely divergent groups. 
Studies assessing the predictive validity of marital observa-
tional studies are not reported. MARKMAN (1980) reported, however, 
that the Talk Table has a high predictive validity. This is not 
really an observational study, but contains many ingredients which 
can be viewed as bringing us a step forward in the direction of 
assessing the predictive validity of marital observation studies. 
With regard to content validity, two questions are of 
relevance. The first is: do individual codes adequately reflect 
the content? Since these coding systems are designed to measure 
communication during a conflict resolution task, one might assume 
that they have content validity. MARKMAN, et al. (1981) point out 
that this fact does not imply that marital observations systems 
also have content validity for describing marital interaction in 
other situations. 
A second, and for this study more important, question is: how 
well do the categories (combination of codes) describe the content 
represented by the individual codes? The question may be 
rephrased as follows. Do the codes in a category belong to that 
particular category? The answer is simply: we do not know. We 
assume that the categories have content validity, but almost no 
research has been done with regard to this issue. Moreover, the 
fact that so many different categorization schemes for the MICS-
codes exist, makes one wonder. 
On the basis of our results, especially the aversiveness of the 
specific codes, it is clear that Accept Responsibility does not 
belong in the category CONSENTING. This has already been suggested 
by PATTERSON, HOPS & WEISS (1975), who found that therapy success 
was associated with a decrease in Accept Responsibility. Based on 
the same data, we find that Deny Responsibility is more negatively 
experienced than the other codes in the category DISSENTING. 
These results were based on a simple attractiveness-aversiveness 
dimension. One might assume that other dimensions can be dis-
tinguished in the codes (e.g., dominance-submission, evasion, 
etc.), which will result in even more possible combinations of 
codes. 
The last type of validity can be summarized in terms of the 
following question. How well does the category measure the con-
struct that it is supposed to measure (e.g., social reinforcement, 
(10) We also did not find high correlations between self-report 
and observational data for our couples 
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reciprocity, coercion). This question is important to our study 
in regard to 'reciprocity'. As we have seen, no simple relation-
ship between any group of codes (combined into a category) and 
reciprocity exists, as operationalized in our investigation. This 
operationalization, in turn, was based on our categorization 
scheme of positive, neutral, and negative verbal and nonverbal 
categories. 
With regard to coercion, the matter is still more complicated. 
If coercion is simply used as an interaction that is experienced 
as eversive by the 'receiver', then we have shown that the 
categories DISSENTING and NAGGING have construct validity. Once 
again, I would like to state explicitly that coercion should not 
be operationalized simply as an interaction that is characterized 
by a high baserate of 'eversive-' codes. In its original sense, it 
refers to an interaction in which negative reinforcement arrange-
ments operate (PATTERSON, 1978). 
8.3.3. Problems in Designing Marital Observation Studies 
In the foregoing pages, we have encountered a number of vari-
ables that may influence the results. In the following section, 
we will present some of the problems involved in the design of an 
empirical investigation such as ours. 
A first problem regards the operationalization of the 
independent variable in marital observational studies. We already 
mentioned the different methods of recruiting the couples, i.e., 
via acquaintances of the researcher or other subjects, via refer-
ral by marital therapists, via advertisement, or via marriage 
licence records. A related issue is the formation of the dis-
tressed and nondistressed groups of couples. We have seen a number 
of methods of forming these groups. Some researchers average the 
score of husband and wife on (a number of) marital adjustment 
scales. Others use a cut-off point, above or beneath which both 
spouses have to score, to be included in the nondistressed or dis-
tressed groups, respectively. A third method is the 
clinic/nonclinic status of the couples (i.e., their asking expli-
citly for marital therapy, or their having been referred to the 
researcher by marital therapists). Finally, some researchers use 
an additional therapist rating. 
I do not agree with MARKMAN, et al. that we tend to study 
mildly disturbed couples. Marital therapy after the completion of 
our study proved to be a complicated task. I do agree with them, 
however, in that we tend to study YAVIS (young, attractive, ver-
bal, intelligent, higher social status) couples, which brings us 
to the next set of variables, namely, demographic variables, like: 
age of the subjects, socioeconomic status, their having been mar-
ried before, degree and duration of marital problems, career of 
one or both partners. 
The studies, reviewed in Chapter II, showed two peaks with 
regard to the length of marriage of the couples, namely, around 
0-1 and 6-10 years. These couples were also middle class couples. 
In particular, socioeconomic status and, to a lesser extent, 
length of marriage do influence the results in marital observation 
studies. 
One might also suppose that the degree and duration of marital 
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problems influence the actual communication between couples, as 
will the specific issues that they discuss. With regard to the 
latter, it is perhaps interesting to present a list of 'selected 
referent conditions that may affect marital verbal behavior', 
identified by THOMAS (1977, p. 55): affection between partners; 
attention to partners or others ; behavioral control of partner; 
child management; division of labor in the home; use of drugs or 
alcohol; family or marital decision making; money; political 
differences; privacy of members; relationship with relatives; 
religion; social activities and recreation; sex; and, work. THO-
MAS, WALTER & 0'FLAHERTY (1974) report that, in terms of the rat-
ings on the categories of the Verbal Problem Checklist (VPC), the 
samples of verbal responses of the same partners produced by the 
above topics, were remarkably similar. 
Although the researcher is usually aware of factors similar to 
the aforementioned, and does measure them, s/he is usually less 
aware of the next group of factors, namely, psychometric vari-
ables, like: level of mental flexibility, social skills, disparity 
in interests, family ties, disparity in (sub)cultural norms. One 
might suppose that these factors will influence the actual 
interaction of married couples. 
An issue related to the formation of the different groups is 
the instrument used to measure the independent variable. GOTTMAN's 
re-analysis of the RAUSH, et al. data, showed the importance of 
this factor. As already stated, it implies that we have to be 
careful in cross-cultural comparisons. For instance, we have no 
idea of what our groups would look like, had we used the Marital 
Adjustment Test, Marital Relationship Inventory, or Dyadic Adjust-
ment Scale. 
The second set of problems concerns the data-generating 
procedures. A major issue is the reactivity of the observational 
setting. Even if we study couples in their natural setting, the 
taping equipment and general experimental atmosphere will influ-
ence their interactions. On the other hand, when debriefing cou-
ples after an experimental session in the laboratory, they usually 
express wonder about how 'natural' the flow of their interaction 
was. There is also a notable reduction in 'glancing at the camera' 
by the couple. In our study, already at the beginning of the Mari-
tal Problem Discussion this behavior had almost disappeared com-
pletely. 
Another aspect of the laboratory situation is the fact that it 
is very hard for a couple to walk out of the Marital Problem Dis-
cussion, a behavior that is, of course, quite common in their 
naturalistic situation (cfr., STRAUS, 1981). All in all, the 
experimental situation, be that in a laboratory setting or in the 
naturalistic environment, will serve to reduce extremely negative 
behavior appreciably. 
The standardization of the experimental instruction is an 
important problem. Giving all couples an identical instruction 
will obviously not result in standardization, simply because the 
instruction will mean different things to distressed and nondis-
tressed couples. Using an instruction that will generate the same 
amount of stress for all couples, appears to solve this problem. 
This is exactly what we did. Although one may doubt that complete 
standardization succeeded, the data on the Speech Disturbances 
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indicated that the stress induced was comparable for the groups of 
couples. Presenting the couples with identical situations or hav-
ing them role-play certain situations will not result in complete 
standardization either. A comparable induction of stress or anx-
iety might even be lacking. 
Additional important points regarding the data-generating pro-
cedure are, first of all, trying to get the couple used to the 
laboratory situation, explaining about the equipment, and having a 
number of discussions take place in the laboratory, before the 
actual data-collection. 
Other factors influencing the behavior of the couple are: the 
relevancy of the task and, related to this point, characteristics 
that make the task a conflict resolution, decision making, or 
problem solving task. Finally, researchers should employ longer 
periods of observation than is usual in the marital-observational 
literature. Shorter periods of observation might result in more 
neutral behavior. 
The third set of problems regard the operationalization of the 
dependent variable in marital-observation research, the coding 
scheme. A number of coding systems have been mentioned in Chapter 
III. For a more extensive description, I refer to MARKMAN, 
NOTARIOS, STEPHEN & SMITH (1981) and, of course, to the creators 
of the different systems. 
SIMON & BOYER (197 7) list a number of requirements that coding 
systems (or languages for describing communication) must meet to 
be useful. They are: 'First, it must be descriptive as opposed to 
evaluative, and, although it can be used to analyze emotional or 
evaluative situations, the language itself must be descriptive of 
the values or feelings being discussed. Second, the language must 
deal with what can be categorized or measured, and, third, it must 
deal with small bits of action or behavior rather than with global 
concepts' (p. 3-4). In communication research, the units of 
analysis range from the microscopic phonemic units of some type of 
linguistic analysis to large segments, composed of the communica-
tion of more than one speaker. Obviously, not a single unit of 
analysis is appropriate for all research questions. 
Let us first concentrate on verbal communication. In most fam-
ily and marital interaction studies, either the 'act' or the 
'speech' have been used. According to MISHLER & WAXLER (1968) the 
ideal act has the following characteristics '(a) an explicit, com-
plete subject, and (b) an explicit, complete predicate (including 
a verb and sometimes an object as well as modifiers' (p. 339-340). 
This unit is used by BALES (1950), MISHLER & WAXLER (1968), 
McPHERSON (1970), and POSTNER, GUTTMAN, SIGAL, EPSTEIN & RAKOFF 
(1971). 
The definition of the speech is 'all the words spoken by a sin-
gle speaker from the time he starts to speak untili he stops 
(SCHULTZ, 1972, p. 563). The speech is used by CHEEK (1964), RIS-
KIN & FAUNCE (1970), RYDER (1968), SINGER & WYNNE (1966), and TER-
RILL & TERRILL (1965). Sometimes it is referred to as the state-
ment, utterance or message. 
An interesting unit, described by KRECKEL (1979) is the 'into-
nation contour', which is usually identical to the act, but may be 
comprised of only one word or interjection. She presents some evi-
dence that this unit should be considered a basic unit of message 
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(at least, from the standpoint of the listener). The thought-
unit, used by GOTTMAN to facilitate the reliability check, is very 
similar to the intonation contour, as is the 'speech act' (cfr., 
PENMAN, 1980), the 'phonemic clause' (BOOMER, 1978), and the 
'breath group' (LIEBERMAN, 1972). 
The choice of the unit of nonverbal communication is much more 
complicated. To illustrate this, I want to point out that in the 
Affect Code, the cues in the different channels may be considered 
discrete categories. However, in the analysis the Affect Code is 
used as a rating scale. This means that for analysis, an external 
criterion is to be used for unitizing the stream of behavior. 
There is another -- perhaps superfluous -- point regarding the 
coding systems that I would like to make. In my opinion, 
researchers should assess both the verbal and nonverbal dimensions 
of communication, particularly, if they are interested in the 
differences between distressed and nondistressed couples. The two 
channels do mean different things. In this context it is perhaps 
interesting to report the correlations between verbal (MICS) and 
nonverbal (AC) baserates. For the nondistressed, distressed, and 
conflict husbands and wives, respectively, these correlations are: 
.73, .75; .32, -.05; .81, and .84. We notice the extremely low 
correlations for the distressed husbands and -- particularly --
wives. Apparently, the more dissimilar the baserates of verbal and 
nonverbal communication, the more distressed the couple. Interest-
ing is the fact that for the conflict couples, verbal and nonver-
bal channels are at least as highly correlated as are those of the 
nondistressed couples. Perhaps, again indicating a lack of funda-
mental distress. 
Finally, the reliability of the data should be checked -- obvi-
ouslyl However, a simple percentage agreement score -- as is not 
ununsual in the literature --is certainly insufficient. 
8.3.4. Problems in Sequential Analysis 
A number of methods of sequential analysis are reported in the 
literature. Of these, we chose the Lag -Sequential Method because 
of the promising results, reported in GOTTMAN, et al. (1977). 
SACKETT (1979) and NOTARIOS, KR0K0FF & MARKMAN (1981) mention a 
number of problems related to sequential analysis. Here we will 
discuss these as well as additional problems. 
The first problem is the assumption that there is a stable or 
constant probability structure in the interactional events (sta-
tionarity). It is assumed that the probability structure at the 
beginning of an interaction will be comparable to that at the end 
of that interaction. CASTELLAN (1979) presents a procedure to 
test whether the behavior transitions are stationary. To do this, 
it is necessary to group and code the data in terms of time. Care 
should be taken not to use too many blocks, and a constant number 
of transitions in each block should be used. But, on what basis 
is one to divide the interaction into blocks? We have seen that 
GOTTMAN's tripartite scheme is not suitable. Furthermore, the 
ethology literature presents some evidence that the lenth of the 
blocks influence the results (BALTHASART, 1974; DELIUS, 1969; 
HEILIGENBERG, 1973). Some ethologists, therefore, propose the use 
of a 'natural' unit. But, then, what is a natural unit in intimate 
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dyadic interaction? And then, if the statistic, presented in 
CASTELLAN (1979, p. 94) is significant, it should be noted that 
all that can be said is that the conditional probabilities are not 
constant for at least one antecedent-consequent transition in at 
least one time period. The statistic is, therefore, not very use-
ful. Further research needs to be done to solve this problem. 
The second problem is that the observed patterns should be 
homogeneous across the couples in a group. This homogeneity may be 
questioned if individual couples (and individual persons!) contri-
bute markedly different probability structures to the aggregate 
group data. A solution would be simply not to use aggregate group 
data, but base the analyses on the data of one couple. The prob-
lem of combining husband and wife scores, and the problem of a 
sufficient number of observations on which the analyses are based, 
remain however. 
A third problem concerns the assumed independence of observa-
tions during social interaction. SACKETT (1979) states that the 
null hypotheses concerning individual probabilities assume that 
the sequential flow of behavior is random. Yet, we all know that 
almost everything is correlated with everything, and that 
behaviors that occur close together in time will be more similar 
than those far apart. He prefers, therefore, a model-testing above 
a null-hypothesis-testing approach, as is usual in time series 
analysis. 
CASTELLAN (1979) presents some methods for determining the 
degree of dependance or relation between variables. GOTTMAN 
(1979), quoting SIEGEL (1956), suggests that a practical solution 
to this problem is that the criterion should occur a minimal 
amount of times. The reader is referred to Chapter IV, where this 
issue is discussed, and the solution for our data is proposed. 
The fourth, and final problem mentioned by NOTARIOS, et al. 
that is related to the foregoing, is the familiar Type I error. 
Given the large number of tests performed, we expect, on the basis 
of chance alone, a number of significant findings. SACKETT (1979) 
suggests that 'a wise investigator will scan the criterion and lag 
profiles of individual subjects to be sure that they make psycho-
logical (...) sense, whether the lag probabilities are or are not 
statistically reliable. At the very least it is necessary to check 
that (1) more than alpha (Type-I error rate) of the probabilities 
are significant, or (2) the probabilities that are significant 
generate a function that is meaningful. Such functions might be 
reoccurrence at specific lag periods, or bunching together at some 
consecutive lags in the profile' (p. 647). This last remark is 
relevant when the researcher uses very large lags. Furthermore, 
the z-score in Lag Sequential Analysis should not be treated as an 
estimate of the probability that a particular event occurred by 
chance, but rather as a descriptive index. As BAKEMAN (1978) and 
CONGER & SMITH (1981) have noted, the z-score may be regarded as 
an objective criterion for assessing contingencies between 
behavioral events, but it should not be interpreted as a test of 
statistical significant differences between them. 
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The unit of analysis can be considered as a major problem, par-
ticularly, the unit of nonverbal behavior, where one needs an out-
side criterion to be able to unitize the stream of interaction. 
In our investigation, we have always made use of the so-called 
behavioral unit, defined in the following manner: 'a new 
behavioral unit occcurs when there is a change in the verbal or 
nonverbal behavior of speaker or listener'. This unit was also 
used in the frequential and sequential analysis of affect codes 
alone. For some analyses, a sensible alternative unit would be: 
'when a change occurs in the nonverbal behavior of speaker or 
listener', or even: 'when a change occurs in the nonverbal 
behavior of the person that shows the criterion behavior'. 
Related to this issue, is how a 'lag is defined. For the program 
LAGS, the 'lag' is identical to a behavioral unit. For the program 
LAGSEQ (used in: SCHAAP, MAARSE, KERKHOF & KLEIN HESSELINK, 1982), 
the 'lag' is identical to a speech, and all acts within a speech 
are considered to have occurred at the same lag. 
A related problem concerns the fact that the computer-program 
LAGS, which was used in our study, calculates probabilities over 
the behaviors of both partners. For instance, if we take Problem 
Description (Pd) delivered by the husband as the criterion, the 
program calculates the conditional probabilities over behaviors of 
wife and husband. A different, and also a sensible procedure, 
would be to calculate probabilities over the behaviors of the wife 
only -- if we are interested in the relationship between PD by the 
husband and consequent behavior by the wife, of course. 
A final problem I would like to mention is the gigantic output, 
in particular, if the data of more groups are analyzed, and if 
different options are used. For instance, the program LAGS has the 
options of time- versus event-lag analysis, the options of onset 
and offset of the criterion, and the option of summarization of 
lags and stepwise analysis. When the behavioral sequence consists 
of discrete codes which follow one another regardless of the dura-
tion of each code, an event sequential analysis is to be per-
formed. Time sequential analysis is indicated when the dataset 
contains information about the duration of each code. When a 
behavior can follow itself, the criterion behavior can be defined 
as the first of a series of identical behaviors ('onset'-option), 
as the last of a series of identical behaviors ('offset'-option), 
or simply each time a criterion behavior occurs. The calculations 
of the expected probabilities for the target behaviors are 
adjusted to the type of criterion selected. Only the behavior fol-
lowing the criterion at a given lag is counted to calculate the 
expected probabilities. When a great number of lags is to be 
analysed and when the researcher is not interested in the z-scores 
at every lag s/he can define a stepsize larger than one, the 
default value. With a stepsize of 3 the z-scores for every third 
lag, up to the maximum lag, are printed. This option is chosen 
often in combination with the 'summarization'-option. With this 
option, it is possible to reflect the occurence of the target 
behavior at the skipped lags in the next lag for which a z-skore 
is wanted. The researcher may be interested in these different 
options, but s/he has to realize that the output is doubled each 
time. There is not really a solution to this problem of the 
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immense output, apart from the fact that researchers test specific 
hypotheses, derived at on the basis of theory. 
In finishing this section it is appropriate to remark that 
sequential analysis adds to frequential analysis. As we have seen, 
we find differences between couples in responding to codes, the 
baserates of which did not discriminate between the groups (e.g., 
Contributing to a Solution). Furthermore, MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD 
(1981) have shown that the combined sequential-baserate prediction 
represents a notable net gain over baserates alone. 
8.4. Recommendations for Future Research. 
Future research should focus on the effect of the different 
methodological issues that were identified in the foregoing sec­
tions. These include such phenomena as the effect of various fac­
tors on the actual interaction of couples, i.e., recruitment stra­
tegy, 'clinic' status, length of marriage, socioeconomic status, 
having children, relevancy of the task, different observational 
settings, etc. Furthermore, much longer periods of observation 
should be employed to assess the probability structure and depen­
dency of the behavioral events in interaction. Researchers should 
also observe the same couples repeatedly, preferably using dif­
ferent instructions. In this way, researchers can also investi­
gate the construct of coercion. 
As pointed out before, more research needs to be done to 
improve the validity of the summary categories. This can be done 
by having judges rate the individual codes on the dimensions 
reflected by the summary categories, by testing the sequential 
dependencies of the individual codes in a category, and by assess­
ing the similarity of codes with cluster analysis or factor 
analysis. These procedures are suggested by MARKMAN, et al. 
(1981). Another feasible approach would be to instruct the coders 
to double-code as often as possible. A final method would be to 
instruct the spouses to vary specific verbal behaviors, and 
inspect which behaviors will covary with these criterion 
behaviors. 
More research needs to be done to solve the problems related to 
sequential analysis. Furthermore, the usefulness of different 
sequential methods as applied to various research topics must be 
compared. For instance, the feasibility of the combination of the 
Lag Sequential Analysis and the N-Gram Analysis (REVENSTORF, 
HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER, 1980) should be investigated. Also, sequen­
tial analysis on the basis of 'interacts' (the combination of a 
code of A and a code of В in one new code) should be investigated 
(cfr., PATTERSON & MOORE, 1979), which would be a contribution to 
such a combination of approaches. 
Future research in a laboratory setting, should focus on the 
structure of communicational events, in the tradition of EISLER, 
HERSEN & AGRAS (1973). Spouses may be instructed to increase or 
decrease specific verbal and nonverbal behaviors. The effect on 
the spouse's own behavior, i.e., behaviors that covary with the 
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criterion behavior, and the effect on the partner should be inves-
tigated. In this way, one is able to explore the structure of 
conununicational events, which would in turn facilitate the con-
struction of summary categories. More on the nonverbal level, 
researchers can investigate the effect of specific nonverbal 
behaviors (e.g., Attention, Not Tracking, Turn Off, specific ges-
tures) on the general emotional atmosphere of the interaction. 
A related tradition is direct feedback in ongoing interaction, 
as is already being done by THOMAS (1977) and co-workers. However, 
there should be more emphasis placed on the nonverbal aspects of 
the interaction, as well as aspects defined from the impact rat-
ings. With regard to the latter, the problem is to assess the 
impact and feed this information back to the researcher, as fast 
as possible. Future research should try to find unobtrusive ways 
(cfr., WEBB, CAMPBELL, SCHWARTZ & SECHREST, 1966) of identifying 
the impact of spouses' behavior. A fruitful instrument for this 
would be the Communication Box. After a short training in the use 
of this unobtrusive instrument (cfr., MARKMAN, in press), the 
spouses can indicate both the impact and intent of their own 
behaviors as well as those of the spouse while the interaction. 
evolves. By direct feedback, the therapist can influence the 
behavior of the spouses, much like the SAM (signal system for the 
assessment and modification of behavior), as described by THOMAS, 
CARTER & GAMBRILL (1971) and THOMAS (1977). 
Thus far, researchers have chosen to use the group comparison 
approach. HERSEN & BARLOW (1976), although interested in the 
measurement of change, described the difficulties, or objections, 
which tend to limit the usefulness of the group comparison 
approach in applied research. They classify these difficulties 
under the headings of practical problems in collecting large 
numbers, averaging of results over the groups, generality of find-
ings, and intersubject variability. The interested reader is 
referred to HERSEN & BARLOW (1976) for a discussion of these dif-
ficulties and those, more specific to measurement of change. Suf-
fice it to say here, that the same problems exist for our type of 
research. It is difficult for us to collect a large number of 
subjects. We do average results of specific couples over groups, 
which also causes problems in sequential analysis, as we have 
seen. The generalizability of our results is limited, and we also 
encounter appreciable individual variability. We would, there-
fore, plead for a return to the individual (cfr., CHASSAN, 1979) 
and the use of single-case designs. It is only by using intensive 
designs that we will be able to identify the factors that control 
the occurrence of problematic behaviors (e.g., coercives, com-
plaints), i.e., complete a functional or behavioral analysis, 
which is so central to the practice of behavior therapy, and which 
constitutes an important contribution to the general practice of 
psychotherapy. 
This is perhaps the point to suggest some improvements in our 
coding systems. Generally speaking, these are too simplistic. This 
is particularly so for the verbal aspects of communication. If an 
important conclusion of our investigation (including the litera-
ture survey) is that nonverbal communication is a better 
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discriminator than verbal communication, it should be added that 
this is true for verbal communication, as usually measured in our 
type of research. 
In an interesting study, PENMAN (1981) distinguishes between a 
manifest and latent level of coding. The manifest level is compar-
able to the MICS, and is 'concerned with the explicit information 
in the message as conventionally meant and digitally expressed' 
(PENMAN, 1980, p. 63). The following codes are distinguiseh on 
the manifest level: Aggress, Advise, Support, Disagree, Exchange, 
Agree, Avoid, Request, Concede. The latent level codes the 'illo-
cutionary' force of an utterance, with which "the speaker intends 
to produce a certain effect by means of getting the hearer to 
recognize his intention to produce that effect" (SEARLE, 1969, p. 
49). As PENMAN (1980) states, "we do not have to ask whether a 
message was intended or not, or to what extent it was. Instead we 
assume the speaker was acting intentionally...and need to ask what 
intent can be inferred" (p. 63). The following codes are dis-
tinguished on the latent level: Reject, Control, Initiate, Share, 
Counter, Resist, Offer, Collaborate, Evade, Abstain, Seek, Oblige, 
Remove, Relinquish, Submit, Cling. 
PENMAN (1980) presents this manifest and latent classification, 
based on the dimensions of power and involvement. The crucial 
actions in intimate communication are not speech acts such as 
requests or assertions, but rather challenges, defenses, retreats, 
which affect people's status, their rights and obligations (LABOV 
& FANSHEL, 1977). The main dimensions along which these communi-
cative actions are performed can be identified as power (status) 
and solidarity (affect, involvement). These dimensions have been 
reported in a number of fields of social interaction: nonverbal 
communication in general (MEHRABIAN, 1972); 'implicit' behavior 
(SCHLOSBERG, 1954); facial and vocal cues (WILLIAMS & SUNDENE, 
1965); facial expression of emotions (OSGOOD, 1966); and, hand 
gestures (GITIN, 1970). A number of other studies, reporting 
similar dimensions, are mentioned by GOTTMAN (1979). They include 
research in the area of child rearing practices, parental puni-
tiveness, interpersonal attraction, and interpersonal behavior. 
The latent and manifest level are well integrated in a concep-
tual whole, the basis of which is their equivalent dimensions of 
power and involvement. When the two planes are superimposed, each 
manifest category overlaps with four latent categories. Eventual 
differences between the two levels or planes can be interpreted in 
terms of the differences between the manifest and latent ordinal 
positions on the dimensions of power and involvement (p. 68-69). 
The following procedure could be used in trying to construct a 
coding scheme for the latent level in communication. Verbatim 
trancripts of interactions, eventually combined with audio or 
video, could be used as stimulus material for a 'rap session' 
(BOGDAN & TAYLOR, 1975) of a number of 'experts'. This session is 
then transcribed verbatim and content analyzed for labels that can 
be used in coding the latent level. These labels are then 
presented to a number of judges to be rated on the dimensions of 
power and involvement (or affect), or any other dimension that is 
considered important, such as cohesion and adaptability (cfr., 
OLSON, 1981). A number of interesting questions then emerge. For 
instance, one could investigate the relationship between 
incongruencies between the manifest and latent levels, and 
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accompanying nonverbal behaviors or affect. It would also be 
interesting to see how the partners react to each other's latent 
acts, and whether significant differences between distressed and 
nondistressed couples occur. 
Let me finish this discussion by noting that the sequential 
analysis, which we have used in this marital observation study, 
will be useful for the analysis of therapist-client interaction. 
Psychotherapy research has focused mainly on therapist behavior, 
much less on client behavior, and almost not at all on the 
interaction between client and therapist. Yet there exists a long 
history of theoretical interest in the relation between and 
interaction of client and therapist (e.g., SULLIVAN, 1953; 
GREENHILL, 1958; FRANKS, 1961).· As LENNARD & BERNSTEIN (1960) 
argue, psychic symptoms arise in a social context and have been 
maintained in many cases during a lifelong social interaction. 
Therefore, it seems likely that the most important contribution of 
psychotherapy lies 'in the total and recurrent pattern of patient 
and therapist interaction, extending over an enduring period'. 
Psychotherapy may even be defined as an interaction between a 
client and a therapist aimed at the improvement of the client's 
communication with his/her internal and external environment 
(EGAN, 1975). It is therefore that psychotherapy can learn much 
from marital interaction studies, particularly, if a latent level 
is assumed. 
+ - - - + 
|131 (m) ik bedoel ja misschien ligt het daarin dat je eh dat 
je d'r dat jij over een aantal dingen anders denkt als| 
ik dat we het met elkaar niet eens worden of zo want 
daar kan't'm inzitten nou dat je niet het gevoel krijgt 
van...eh overeenstemming of gelijkgestemdheid of eh iets| 
van dien aard 
|132 (v) o ja nou hm is net zoiets als je met iemand diskussieert| 
en-en die heeft een andere mening als jij, ik bedoel dan| 
kan je eindeloos door blijven gaan dan eh schiet je 
geen moer mee op (til) als ieder op z'n eigen 
standpunt blijft staan jah? 
|133 (m) jah dat is waar <SNUIFT> 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, pg.l53)| 
+ - - - -- + 
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APPENDIX A: COMMUNICATION SKILLS INVENTORIES. 
1. Goals in Family and Marital Therapy 
(SPRENKLE & FISHER, 1980) 
GOAL DEFINITION 
Communication Listening Skills 
1. Attentive Listen. Attentive listen and observe while another 
speaks 
2. Indicate Messages Are Heard. Without paraphrasing the message, 
verbally and/or nonverbally, indicate that the other's 
message is heard 
3. Paraphrase. Indicate understanding by paraphrasing the 
other s message 
4. Check Out. Check out the meaning of another or ask for 
clarification 
5. Attend-Affeet + Content. Attend to the affect and content of 
the message 
6. Value Sender, Message, Self. Consider the sender, message, and 
own self as important and worthwhile, even if there is 
disagreement 
Communication Sender Skills 
7. Speak for Self. Speak for self; use "l" messages; self 
responsible communication. Avoid speaking for others 
(over-responsible) or appeal to authority (under-responsible) 
8. Specify. Document their own interpretations with specific 
data and avoid generalizations or labels about others 
9. Express Thoughts. Express thoughts openly and clearly 
10. Express Feelings. Express feelings openly and clearly 
11. Express Intentions. Express intentions and wants openly 
and clearly 
12. Report Completely. Report as many levels of awareness as 
possible and appropriate; family members report thoughts, 
feelings, intentions (wants or expectations), what they 
experience through their five senses, and what they do 
13. Send Congruent Messages. Send messages in which the level of 
awareness are congruent and there is congruence between 
the verbal and non-verbal components 
Communication General Skills 
14. Spontaneous. Are spontaneous in conversation 
15. Provide Feedback. Risk providing each other with relevant 
information about the other's behavior 
16. Meta-communicate. Process their communication 
(they metacommunicate that is, communicate about 
their communication) 
17. Receptive to Feedback. Encourage information from others, 
as disclosure, feedback and metacommunication. 
Dimensions of Family Cohesion 
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18. Emotional Attraction. Increasing family members' positive 
attraction toward one another 
19. Differentiation. Increasing family members' autonomy 
and self-responsibility 
20. Mature Dependency. Increasing family members' ability to 
allow other family members to take care of them when 
appropriate 
21. Supportiveness. Increasing family members validation 
and nurturance of each other verbally and non-verbally 
with regard to emotional needs 
22. Loyalty. Increasing family members ability to 
assume responsibility for the protection of the 
well-being of other family members and the family as a unit 
against intrusive forces 
23. Psychological Safety. Increasing the degree to which family 
members feel security, safety, and trust in one another's 
presence 
24. Reliability. Increasing family members' ability to 
honor agreements or committments 
25. Family Identification. Increasing family members' sense of 
belonging to the family 
26. Physical Caretaking. Increasing the degree to which family 
members aid or assist one another in meeting their 
physical needs 
27. Pleasurable Interaction. Increasing the extent to which family 
members do things together that are rewarding, fun 
and pleasurable 
Dimensions of Family Adaptability 
28. Flexibility. Increasing family members' ability to 
generate new ideas and change patterns of behavior 
and/or interaction in the face of new situations or 
modified assessments 
29. Leadership. Increasing consensual/democratic leadership 
as opposed to authoritarian or laissez faire leadership 
(no leadership or chaotic leadership) 
30. Assertiveness. Increasing mutual assertiveness in family 
members as opposed to aggressive or passive interaction 
31. Negotiation. Increasing successful negotiation of difference, 
that is, reaching decisions acceptable to all, as 
opposed to limiting negotiation or being involved in 
endless negotiation 
32. Rules. Helping family members modify their rules 
(covert or overt patterns of repetition of behavior 
or expectation of obedience to these patterns) 
to meet the changing needs of family members 
33. Roles. Helping families to modify their roles to 
meet the changing needs of family members 
34. Receive and Utilize Feedback. Increasing family members' 
ability to receive and utilize from each other and the 
environment both positive (change amplifying) and 
negative (change restricting) feedback as appropriate 
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2. Marital Communication Inventory (BIENVENU, 1970) 
- does your spouse have a tendency to say things which would 
better be left unsaid? (NEVER) 
- do you find your spouse's tone of voice irritating? (NEVER) 
- does your spouse complain that you don't understand him/her? 
(NEVER) 
- does your spouse insult you when s/he gets angry at you? (NEVER) 
- do you fail to express disagreement with him/her because you're 
afraid s/he might hurt your feelings? (NEVER) 
- does it upset you a great deal when your spouse gets angry 
at you? (NEVER) 
- do you hesitate to discuss certain things with your spouse 
because you're afraid s/he might hurt your feelings? (NEVER) 
- do you find it difficult to express your true feelings to him/ 
her? (NEVER) 
- is it easier to confide in a friend rather then your spouse? 
(NEVER) 
- does s/he seem to understand your feelings? (NEVER) 
- do you help your spouse to understand you by telling him/her 
how you think or feel or believe? (USUALLY) 
- does your spouse nag you? (NEVER) 
- do you feel s/he says one thing but really means another? 
(NEVER) 
- do you pretend you're listening to your spouse when actually 
you're not listening? (NEVER) 
- does s/he try to lift your spirits when you're depressed or 
discouraged? (USUALLY) 
- does your spouse accuse you of not listening to what 
s/he says? (NEVER) 
- do you and your spouse engage in outside interests and 
activities together (USUALLY) 
- are you and your spouse able to disagree with one another 
without losing your tempers? (USUALLY) 
- do you and your spouse ever sit down just to talk things 
over? (USUALLY) 
indicated answers are indicative of 'happy couple' 
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3. Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory (BOYD, 1976) 
I - I say what I really think 
2 - 1 acknowledge my wife's comments by verbally restating what 
she has said 
3 - 1 take full responsibility for what I say 
4 - 1 "check out" or ask for clarification so that I will 
understand her feelings and thoughts 
5 - I express my appreciation verbally for things she does 
for me 
6 - 1 talk about things that bother me as soon as it is 
convenient and practical instead of storing them up 
7 - I talk about things that bother me at a time when we can 
both attend and listen 
8 - 1 document my impressions with specific examples of her 
behavior 
9 - I take a stand, that is I make a firm committment on a major 
question when it is appropriate 
10 - I stick to the subject when we are discussing an issue 
instead of bringing up side issues 
II - I state my disagreements openly and honestly without 
getting angry 
1 2 - 1 make positive statements about her and compliment her 
for the things I know she can do 
1 3 - 1 make positive statements about myself and the things 
I know I can do 
1 4 - 1 talk directly about how I think and feel in the 
"here and now" instead of bringing up the past 
1 5 - 1 allow her to speak for herself 
1 6 - 1 hear what she ahs to say about herself 
1 7 - 1 listen and attend when she expresses her own point of 
view 
1 8 - 1 ask her to restate or reflect back my meaning or message 
in order to be sure I am understood 
1 9 - 1 reflect or restate her message in order to let her know 
that I understand 
2 0 - 1 ask honest and direct questions without hidden messages 
2 1 - 1 state my intentions, thoughts, and feelings directly to 
avoid mixed messages 
2 2 - 1 express my feelings just as they are 
2 3 - 1 make statements that tell her that she really counts 
with me 
2 4 - 1 allow her to complete her statements without interrupting 
2 5 - 1 express verbally my concern and respect for her feelings 
and opinions 
= husband's form 
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APPENDIX В: MARITAL OBSERVATION STUDIES. 
Studies on the Differences in Verbal and Nonverbal Communication 
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APPENDIX С: TRANSCRIPTION RULES. 
The rules for transcribing the taped interactions were origi­
nally based on LABOV & FANSHEL (1977, p. 40-41). Because of the 
limitations of the terminal and computer-programs with regard to 
input, these rules were adapted, resulting in the following rules. 
We do not 'attempt to show phonetic details in the verbatim, we 
indicate well-recognized, socially stereotyped dialect alterna­
tions' (IAF, p. 40-41) 
If a word, a part of a word or a sentence is heavily emphasized 
('contrastive stress'), this is indicated with capital letters. 
'The question mark '?' indicates a syntactic question; the only 
place in which it specifically indicates an intonation contour 
is in elliptical fragments or declarative forms that have a 
rising intonation' (L&F, p. 41) 
Tempo and pauses are indicated 'quite exactly by the convention 
of using one dot for each 1/2-second of pause' (L&F, p. 41) 
Text that is inaudible or incomprehensible is indicated with an 
asterix '*' or a series of x's ('xxxxx') 
'The dash ' ' means an abrupt termination of an utterance 
without change of pitch level, frequently with a glottal stop' 
(p. 41) and the omission of (parts of) words or a sentence 
change. 
Stuttering and repetition are indicated with the minus-sign '-' 
The hyphen (') is used to indicated contractions of words or 
utterances. 
The following paralinguistic and prosodie features are indicated: 
mumbling <M0> - weeping <HU> 
coughing <KU> - yawning <GA> 
swallowing <SL> - whispering <FL> 
groaning <KR> - audibly breathing <AD> 
- hoesten <H0> - sniffing <SN> 
sneezing <NI> - panting <HY> 
laughing <LA> - tongue against teeth <T0> 
- sighing <ZU> - fast spoken text <ZS> 
If a text was spoken while the person laughed, for instance, this 
was indicated as follows: <LA) text (LA>. If the person spoke 
very fast, this was indicated as follows: <ZS) text (ZS>. 
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APPENDIX D: THE CODE BOOK FOR THE MICS 
from: HOPS,H.¡WILLS,Th.A.¡PATTERSON,G.R.& WEISS,R.L. 
"Marital Interaction Coding System".Technical Report 8, 
University of Oregon, December 1971. 
AG -- AGREE 
AG is coded in those situations where one person expresses or 
advances an opinion and the other's verbal response indicates that 
the two parties are in agreement on the issue. An AG response can 
follow either a question or an assertion, as in the following 
examples : 
1 "I think we have a problem with the kids, don't you?" (QU/PD) 
"Yes." (AG) 
2 "I think we have a problem with the kids." (PD) "That's 
right." (AG) 
One problem in the coding of AG is that in some questions the 
speaker has not clearly expressed his own opinion, as in the ques-
tion, "Do you think we have a problem with the kids?". In such 
cases the coder may use context cues to judge whether or not the 
speaker has expressed an opinion with which the listener can be in 
agreement. If so, code AG for the one who agrees; if not, code TA 
for the response which may or may not indicate consensual agree-
ment. Simple "yes" or "no" responses to questions about points of 
information are not coded AG because they provide no information 
about whether or not the parties agree; this type of response is 
coded TA instead, as in the following exchange: "Did you talk to 
your mother today?' (QU) "Yes." (TA). Agreement can be expressed 
by either "yes" or "no", as in these examples: 
1 "Don't you think I'm doing the right thing with the kids?" 
(QU/PD) "Yes." (AG) 
2 "I didn't come too late, did I?" (QU/PD) "No." (AG) 
An arbitrary rule governing the coding of AG is that an affir-
mative response occurring while the speaker is talking or during a 
brief pause is coded AS, while an affirmative response occurring 
at the end of a sentence or during a long pause is coded AG. 
AP -- APPROVE 
A verbal response indicating that the respondent personally 
favors something the other has said or done is coded AP. Many AP's 
are statements which are compliments or which communicate liking 
for the other. More specifically, the following types of behavior 
are coded AP: 
a Statements of thanks. 
b Statements recognizing that the other has performed a desired 
behavior if the statement is made in a manner which clearly 
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indicates approval, such as, "I think it's great that you've 
been reading a lot recently." 
с Statements recognizing that both partners have performed a 
desired behavior or have done something well, such as, "At 
least now we negotiate our differences instead of fighting 
about them", or "That's the first time we've been able to solve 
a problem so quickly. 
d Statements expressing approval for a preceding response from 
the other, such as, "That's a good idea", "I like that", "Yes, 
you've really got it there", and "That would make me feel 
good". 
AP can apply to past, present, or future actions; thus, "it was 
nice of you to take the family on a picnic", "Say, I really like 
your hairdo today", and "I would really like it if you would do 
that", are all coded AP. 
AR -- ACCEPT RESPONSIBILITY 
When the question arises concerning the responsibility for a 
past or present problem, a person may explicitly accept the 
responsibility for this situation; if so, code AR. The question of 
responsibility will usually be raised in a preceding PD or CR 
response from the other. Statements fitting the definition of AR 
may assume several different forms: 
a A statement in which the person admits engaging in a behavior 
which has been defined as a problem by the other, such as, 
"You're right. I HAVE been putting wet towels in the hamper". 
b A statement in which one person suggests that both partners are 
responsible for a problem, such as, "I guess we've both been 
neglecting the kids". 
с Any apologetic statement. 
d When one person points out some deficiency in the other's 
behavior, or points to an area for which the spouse has some 
responsibility, and the other réponds by saying, "That's true", 
or "You're right". (Note that this also fits the definition of 
AG, but in this case AR has precedence.) 
e A statement in which one person recognizes that he ought to 
accept more responsibility for behaviors necessary to solve a 
defined problem, e.g., "l really feel I ought to be doing more 
to help you around the house". 
AS -- ASSENT 
Often a listener will emit brief verbal or nonverbal responses 
(such as "Yeah", "Mm-hmm", and head nods) while the other person 
is speaking. The function of these responses is to acknowledge 
that the speaker's comments are being listened to rather than to 
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indicate explicit agreement with the content of the speaker's com­
ments. This type of behavior is to be coded AS. An arbitrary rule 
governing the coding of AS is that an affirmative response occur­
ring while the speaker is talking or during a brief pause is coded 
AS, while an affirmative response occurring at the end of a sen­
tence or during a long pause is coded AG. Another type of behavior 
arbitrarily defined as AS is the case in which a listener echoes 
or repeats short portions of the other person's statements in a 
neutral tone of voice. Individuals have different styles of 
AS'ing; some persons will use head nods almost exclusively while 
others will rely primarily on Yeah" or similar verbal responses, 
and some active individuals will use all types of AS's. 
CM -- COMMAND 
A direct request for immediate action is coded CM. In the con­
text of a clinical interview setting, examples of CM include such 
statements as, "Please write that down", "Don't do that", "Would 
you read that again", and "Stop that". Whenever a CM is recorded, 
the coder must always indicate whether the request is honored 
within 30 seconds by coding either CO or NC for the subsequent 
behavior of the other person. If a CM is delivered in a hostile or 
irritated tone of voice, it is double-coded CM/PU. 
CO -- COMPLIANCE 
CO is coded when a person's response fulfills the requirements 
of an immediately preceding command. Each time a CM is registered 
by an observer, it must be followed within 30 seconds by either CO 
or NC to indicate whether the CM was honored or refused. In many 
cases, CO will occur as a double-code along with the appropriate 
code for the behavior which was requested. For example, if one 
spouse was making a PD response, was asked to repeat the state­
ment, and complied by reiterating what had just been said, the 
interaction would be coded 
Ι ι 
1 2 
PD 
CM 
PD/СО | 
1 
CP -- COMPLAIN 
CP is used to code statements in which a person bemoans the 
extent of his/her suffering whithout explicitly blaming the other 
for this suffering. CP is distinguished from other codes in the 
following manner: 
a A statement must be delivered in a whining, hurt, or irritated 
tone of voice to be coded CP; if delivered in a neutral tone of 
voice, code PD. 
b A CP statement does not explicitly blame the other person for 
the suffering; if blame is directed at the other, code CR or 
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PU. 
с A CP statement does not propose any solutions, although it may 
assume the form, "I wish I wasn't so miserable". 
A CP statement expresses feelings of being frequently deprived, 
wronged, or inconvenienced either through the partner's action or 
nonaction or because of external circumstances. Here are some 
examples of CP: 
1 "I never get to go anywhere", (whining voice) 
2 "Well if I didn't do it, it wouldn't get done", (bitter tone) 
CP is self-oriented, while CR and PU are directed toward the 
other. Sometimes one person makes a remark that begins as a CP in 
that the comment is self-oriented and then finishes his statements 
by laying the blame on the other. This would be coded CP/PU or 
CP/CR, as in this example: 
"l always feel like I'm on a leash when I m coming home from 
work because if I'm not there within 15 minutes you're waiting 
for me at the door ready to bawl me out", (irritated tone of 
voice, coded CP/CR) 
Sarcastic statements require close attention from the coder for 
appropriate coding. Sarcastic statements which are clearly 
directed at the other person are coded PU. Sometimes, however, the 
coder will encounter descriptions of a problem not clearly related 
to the spouse which are uttered in an irritated or bitter tone of 
voice. Such statements are coded CP as they do not reflect disap­
proval of the spouse so much as dissatisfaction with the world at 
large. Examples of the latter type of CP statement are: 
1 "The kids ate the chocolate cake!" (irritated tone) 
2 "I had to wait three hours in the doctor's office before I even 
got in to see him!" (bitter tone) 
CR -- CRITICIZE 
A hostile statement expressing unambiguous dislike or disappro­
val of a specific behavior in which the other engages is coded CR. 
CR is distinguished from PD by being delivered in a hostile or 
irritated tone of voice. A CR statement is always concerned with a 
specific behavior which the speaker dislikes, and must be direct 
in the sense that a) there is no question that the statement is 
critical, and b) there is no question at whom the blame is 
directed. Suggestions about past behavior which should have been 
different will be coded CR if delivered in a hostile, blaming 
manner. For CR to be coded, the statement must refer to a clearly 
defined behavior; statements about generalized traits or broad 
attributes will be coded PU. Here are some examples of CR: 
1 "You left dirty dishes all over the house AGAIN", (hostile 
tone) 
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2 "You NEVER come right home after work". 
3 "You wasted five dollars on that stupid record". 
CS -- COMPROMISE 
A particular type of problem-solving behavior which is func­
tionally different from unilateral proposals for change is the 
sequence of behaviors culminating in the negotiation of a mutually 
contingent exchange of behaviors; CS is coded for three types of 
behavior which occur in such problem-solving sequences: 
a Proposals for an exchange of behaviors using any of the follow­
ing forms: "I'll do this if you'll do that", "I'll do this if 
you won't do that", or, "I won't do this if you won't do that". 
(CS) 
b Bargaining for equitable exchange. Examples of bargaining are, 
"I'll sweep the floor if you'll mow the lawn". (CS) "No, 
that's not fair I (DG) It takes a lot longer to mow the lawn 
than it does to sweep the floor. (PD) You should have to sweep 
the floor three times for every time I mow the lawn". (CS) 
с Setting of contingencies for noncompliance. Examples are: "If 
you don't mow the lawn Saturday morning, you have to give up 
watching TV on Saturday afternoon", (CS) or, "if you nag me 
more than twice a week, I get five dollars extra for that 
week". (CS) 
It is important for the coder to understand that the negotiation 
of an exchange does not always follow a standard formula. In the 
simplest case, the negotiation begins with a statement of the 
form, "I'll do this if you'll do that" (CS), and all subsequent 
behavior consists in pinpointing the nature of exchanged behaviors 
(PS or NS), bargaining for equity (CS), and setting contingencies 
(CS). In more difficult cases, one person begins the process with 
a statement of the form, "Well, what I'll do is...." (PS), and 
what follows is an extensive discussion of the change that person 
is to make. Both partners may have an exchange in mind, but the 
coder cannot be sure, from what is being said, that they are going 
to negotiate an exchange, so the problem-solving behavior just 
described is coded PS. When one person's side has been worked out, 
the process typically continues with the other person making a 
statement of the form, "Well, if you'll do that then I'll ". 
From this point on it is clear to the coder that an exchange is 
involved, so CS is recorded for this statement and all subsequent 
statements which fit the definition of CS. 
Another complexity in the coding of negotiations is that while 
a couple is working out a negotiation of a certain problem, state­
ments or proposals about other problems may occur; these are coded 
PD or PS because they are not part of the current negotiation. 
An item of further note is that the pinpointing of desired 
behaviors which occurs as part of a negotiation is always coded 
either PS or NS, depending upon the form of the pinpointing state­
ment . Pinpoints in which a person communicates what he DOES WANT 
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or does expect are coded PS, while pinpoints in which a person 
states what he DOES NOT WANT or does not expect are coded NS. 
DG -- DISAGREE 
DG is coded in those situations where one person expresses or 
advances an opinion and the other s response indicates that the 
two parties are in disagreement on the issue. A DG response can 
follow either a question or an assertion, as in the following 
examples: 
1 "I think we have a problem with the kids, don't you?" (QU/PD) 
"No". (DG) 
2 "I think we have a problem with the kids".(PD) "I don't".(DG) 
One problem in the coding of DG is that in some questions the 
speaker has not clearly expressed his own opinion, as in the ques-
tion, "Do you think we have a problem with the kids?". In such 
cases the coder may use context cues to judge wether or not the 
speaker has expressed an opinion with which the other can be in 
disagreement. If so, code DG fot the one who disagrees; if not, 
code TA for the response which may or may not indicate consensual 
disagreement. Simple "yes" or "no' responses to questions about 
points of information (as in, "Did you go to the store yet?" 
"No".) are not code DG because they provide no information about 
whether or not the parties disagree; this type of response is 
coded TA instead. Disagreement can be expressed by either "yes" or 
"no", as in the following examples: 
1 "Don't you think we have a problem with the kids?"(QU/PD) 
"No".(DG) 
2 "I didn't come home too late, did I?" (QU/PD) "Yes, you 
did".(DG) 
It is appropriate to code DG for headshaking when it is is clear 
that simple disagreement is being expressed; however, when other 
cues indicating disapproval or disgust accompany headshaking, code 
TO (Turn Off). 
Unlike AG, DG is coded whether it occurs in the middle or at 
the end of a sentence. 
DR -- DENY RESPONSIBILITY 
When the question arises concerning the responsibility for a 
past or present problem, a person may explicitly deny that he/she 
is responsible or should be responsible for that situation; if so, 
code DR. For example: 
1 "You didn't clean the cat box".(PD) "Well, I never said I 
would".(DR) 
2 "You never pick up my clothes at the cleaners".(PD) "Yes I 
do".(DR) 
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The question of responsibility will usually be raised in a preced­
ing PD or CR response from the other partner. Any statement in 
which one person suggests that neither partner is responsible for 
a particular problem will be coded DR. Also, any statement in 
which a person denies a connection between his behavior and a 
situation which has been defined as a problem by the other partner 
is coded DR. A particularly tricky example of DR is a statement of 
the following type: 'You always leave the house a mess" (PD), "No, 
I don't either" (DR). This response also fits the definition of 
DG but in this case DR has precedence. Note that DR refers only 
to past or present problems. If one person makes a problem-solving 
proposal (PS or NS) and the other turns it down, the response is 
coded DG, not DR. 
EX -- EXCUSE 
When the question arises concerning the responsibility for a 
past or present problem, a person may avoid accepting the respon­
sibility for the situation by invoking an implausible explanation, 
spurious reason, or weak rationale; if so, code EX. This category 
requires judgment from the coder as to whether the explanation is 
plausible or reasonable. If so, code PD; if not, code EX. For 
example, assume a situation in which a husband had gone fishing 
and had come home three hours late for dinner. When asked why he 
was late, he might say, "The car broke down and it took us three 
hours to get it fixed"; assuming honesty on the husband's part, 
this would be coded PD. He might, however, say "Well, the fish 
were biting"; this would be coded EX. One of the cues to discrim­
inate EX from PD is that a person making an EX will often squirm 
in his/her seat and look embarrassed or uncomfortable. Smiling or 
laughing will often accompany EX statements. Sometimes EX state­
ments will assume the form of facetious comments. 
HM -- HUMOR 
Any statement that is clearly intended to be humorous and is 
primarily lighthearted in tone will be coded HM. An HM is almost 
always accompanied by laughter from the person making the state­
ment and will often evoke laughter from the other. For any state­
ment with even slight overtones of sarcasm, consider PU. Examples 
of HM are: 
a Outright jokes of the "one-liner" variety (long-winded stories 
would be coded TA in most instances as they are irrelevant to 
the problem-solving discussion). 
b Statements which propose a clearly facetious solution to a 
problem. 
с Statements which emphasize the humorous aspects of a situation 
or problem. 
d Statements which present lighthearted criticism of the other in 
such a manner that it is lightly received, e.g., "Oh, you silly 
duck!". 
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IN -- INTERRUPT 
Code IN each time a person breaks in or attempts to break in 
with questions, statements, or actions while the other is speaking 
or attempting to accomplish something. Note that responses whose 
function is to facilitate the conversation, rather than to disrupt 
it, are coded AS. Guidelines for the coding of IN are: 
a If A is speaking and В attempts to break in, code IN for B's 
behavior regardless of whether or not the attempt is succesful. 
b A common situation is when A speaks for awhile, pauses, and 
then resumes his original statement. В may break in 1) during 
the pause, 2) simultaneously with A's resumption, or 3) follow­
ing A's resumption. Code IN for B's behavior only in case (3). 
с After a natural pause in the conversation, both parties may 
start speaking at once. Do not code IN in such instances. 
d If a person makes an interrupting statement close to the end of 
a coding line and continues the statement into the next line 
(after the beep), code IN only once, at the time the interrupt­
ing statement begins; do not code IN on the new coding line. 
LA -- LAUGH 
LA is coded for each separate occurrence of a laugh or smile. 
LA can be double-coded with the verbal behavior of the speaker or 
coded by itself to describe the behavior of the listener. In cases 
where a person is smiling or laughing through a series of state­
ments, double-code LA with each verbal category, as below: 
| 1 PD/LA PS/LA HM/LA | 
| 2 , LA 
NC -- NONCOMPLIANCE 
Failure to fulfill the requirements of an immediately preceding 
command is coded NC. Each time a CM is registered by an observer, 
it must be followed within 30 seconds by either CO or NC to indi­
cate whether the CM was honored or refused. In most cases NC will 
occur as a double-code along with the appropriate code for the 
noncomplying behavior in which the person is engaging. 
N0 -- NORMATIVE 
Any verbal or nonverbal behavior which does not fit any of the 
other categories and is appropriate to the task or social require­
ments of the situation is coded N0. When it is appropriate for 
both partners to be in the same area with no verbal interaction, 
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when an interactive response is called for and a person remains 
silent, as when a person is asked a direct question and does not 
respond. A common example of NO in problem-solving sessions is the 
situation in which both partners are writing out contracts; this 
behavior is coded: 
| 1 NO 
| 2 NO 
Another example is when one of the partners is reading aloud 
from the contract that has been written and the other is AT'ing or 
NT'ing; the behavior of both is coded NO because it is appropriate 
to the task requirements of the situation. If there is any doubt 
concerning the distinction between NO and NR, code NR. 
NR -- NO RESPONSE 
There are occasions in which the situation clearly calls for a 
verbal response from one or both persons but none is forthcoming; 
in such cases code NR for the person who does not respond. For 
example, when a person is asked a direct question and does not 
reply, code NR for that person. NR is also coded in situations 
where both partners stop talking in the middle of a discussion. A 
rule used in coding NR is that silences longer than three seconds 
are coded NR, while silences of less than three seconds are not 
coded. 
NS -- NEGATIVE SOLUTION 
An NS statement is a proposal for change in which the speaker 
describes something he would like the other NOT to do. NS is a 
request for a person to decrease the frequency of a behavior, as 
opposed to PS, which is a request for a person to increase the 
frequency of a behavior. Like PS, an NS statement involves an 
implicit or explicit proposal for change from the present cir-
cumstances, but an NS statement does not tell a person what he 
should do or should start doing; instead, it tells him what he 
should NOT do or should STOP doing. Thus, "l want you to stop 
spending so much time at the tavern", is coded NS, whereas, 'I 
want you to spend more time at home", is coded PS. NS is easily 
distinguished from CM in that CM is a request for a single immedi-
ate action, while NS is request for change on a long-terra basis, 
beginning at some time in the future. 
To be coded NS, a statement must be made in a neutral or 
frienly tone of voice. Any trace of irritation or hostility should 
cue the coder to consider CR, CP, or possibly PU. 
Any of the following beginnings to statements should cue the 
coder to consider NS: 
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"I don't want you to...." 
"I wish you wouldn't...." 
"I don't think you should...." 
"You shouldn't " 
"Don't....(do something in the future)..." 
"I'd like you to stop...." 
"I'd like you not to " 
Pinpointing statements, i.e. statements which help to clarify 
the details of a proposed solution, are coded NS if they specify 
what a person DOES NOT WANT or does not expect the other to do. 
The following example illustrates the distinction between positive 
and negative pinpointing statements. 
1 Proposal: "What time do you want to get up?" (QU/PS) Response: 
"Well, I don't want to sleep all day". (NS) 
"I'd like to be up by noon at least". (PS) 
Coders at the beginning of their training sometimes find it 
difficult to distinguish NS from PD. The essential difference 
between the two codes is that NS must involve some kind of propo­
sal for change from the present circumstances, whereas PD is a 
description of what is, without any explicit proposal for change. 
The following examples show this distinction. 
1 "I don't like it when you wear your hair that way". (PD) "I'd 
like you not to wear you hair that way anymore". (NS) 
2 "It annoys me when you stay out so late". (PD) "l wish you 
wouldn't stay out so late". (NS) 
NT -- NOT TRACKING 
When a listener does not maintain eye contact with the speaker, 
code NT for the listener. For NT to be coded, the listener must 
look away for more than three seconds; if the listener looks away 
for less than three seconds and then re-establishes eye-contact, 
ignore the period of nonattention. 
PD -- PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
Any statement describing the present problem is coded PD. A PD 
may assume any of the following forms: 
a A statement recognizing the existence of a problem. ("I think 
we have a problem with the kids".) 
b A statement describing the nature of a problem. ("The kids have 
no discipline; they run wildly around the house doing whatever 
they want".) 
с A statement speculating about the causes of the problem. 
("Maybe it's because I tell them to do one thing and you tell 
them to do the exact opposite".) 
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d A statement discussing the effects of the problem on the rela-
tionship. ("They're so noisy that we can't even have a decent 
conversation".) 
e A statement concerning the implications of the problem for the 
future. ("if things go on like this we'll both end up in the 
madhous e '.) 
A PD statement usually refers to a behavior or situation that one 
or both partners does not like, but in order to be coded PD a 
statement must be made in a neutral tone of voice. Any suggestion 
of irritation or hostility should immediately cue the coder to 
consider CP, CR, or PU. A statement is coded PD whether it is 
specific or vague, as long as it refers to a recognizable problem. 
The essential difference between PD and PS (or NS) is that PD 
is a description of what is, without any explicit proposal for 
change, while PS and NS involve some kind of proposal for change 
from the present circumstances, 
( ) 
PS -- POSITIVE SOLUTION 
A proposal for change in which the speaker describes something 
he would like the other to do is coded PS. A PS statement is a 
request for the other to start engaging in a particular behavior 
or to increase the frequency of a current behavior. A PS can be 
either a request for one person to do something, or it can be a 
proposal that both parties do something together. 
To be coded PS, a statement must be made in a neutral or 
frienly tone of voice; any trace of irritation or hostility should 
cue the coder to consider CP or PU. Another requirement for the 
coding of PS is that the proposal must be reasonable and realis-
tic; if the proposal is clearly facetious, code HM, and if the 
proposed solution is clearly irrelevant to the problem under dis-
cussion, code TA. A PS statement can be either vague or specific 
as long as it fits the definition outlined above. The following 
are typical introductions to PS statements: 
"I want you to..." 
"I'd like it if " 
"You should " 
llT . i II 
Let s . . . . 
"One way to go about it is...." 
"Here's a way...." 
"Maybe if we " 
"I think I should do more...." 
An important aspect of proposals for change is pinpointing of 
the desired behavior, i.e. specifying in detail the exact nature 
of the change that is expected. A pinpoint can be either a ques-
tion ("How can I give you more attention?", coded QU/PS) or a 
statement ("Talking to me each night after dinner", coded PS). A 
distinction is made between pinpoints which state what a person 
DOES WANT or does expect and pinpoints which state what a person 
DOES NOT WANT or does not expect. The first type of pinpoint is 
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coded PS, the second NS. For example, consider the two alternative 
responses to the following proposal for change: 
1 Proposal: "How fast can I drive? 70 miles per hour?" (QU/PS) 
Response: "Just don't drive like a maniac". (NS) 
"The speed limit, whatever that is". (PS) 
Another example in the same vein is the following set of state­
ments from a problem-solving session: 
1 "I wish you would stop wearing those "holey" Levi's. (NS) I'm 
not asking you to wear a suit, you know. (NS) I just want you 
to look clean". (PS) 
In addition, some specialized types of behavior are included in 
the definition of PS: 
a Statements which attempt to return the discussion to the 
relevant topic when the discussion has been sidetracked onto 
different issues. ("Let's go back to talking about finances", 
or, "Weren't we talking about who would wash the dishes?") 
b Statements discussiong the advantages or disadvantages of a 
proposed solution, ("if you got a new job, we could have a 
washing machine", or, "If we went to the movies more often, we 
would have to spend more on babysitting".) 
с Statements of things a person likes. ("I really like to go 
fishing", or, "I like to invite friends over for dinner".) Note 
the distinction from AP: if a person says, "Let's go fishing 
this weekend", (PS) and the other responded, "I would really 
like that!", the second behavior is coded AP. 
d References to solutions which have been tried previously are 
coded PS. ("We tried hitting Johnny (PS) and that didn't work" 
(PD), or, "Remember when we used to discipline Johnny by hit­
ting him? (QU/PS) That sure didn't work". (PD)) 
PU -- PUT DOWN 
A PU is a comment whose function, in the coder's judgment, is 
to demean or embarrass the other. PU is a broad category which 
includes a variety of unkind comments other than those which fit 
the definition of CR. Basically there are four types of unkind 
statements, as such statements may be either direct or indirect 
(ambiguous) and specific or nonspecific; CR includes only those 
statements which are direct AND specific, while PU includes all 
the other types of statements. The primary requirement for a PU is 
that, in the coder's judgment, the speaker's intent is to hurt, 
demean, or embarrass the other. PU is distinguished from the other 
aversive codes in the following ways: 
a PU is directed toward the other while CP is self-oriented. ("I 
have to say things again and again before anyone hears me" 
(CP), versus, "Boy, you sure have a hearing problem".(PU)) 
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b PU statements may contain elements of directness OR specifi­
city, but a CR must be both direct AND specific. ("The problem 
with you is you never get up until noon" (CR), versus, "The 
problem with you is you're lazy". (PU)) 
с A PU statement may be made in a neutral tone of voice, whereas 
both CP and CR require an irritated, hostile, or bitter tone. 
In general, any demeaning statement using derogatory adjectives 
will be coded PU, as will any demeaning statement which refers to 
broad traits or generalized attributes. Swearing at a person in a 
hostile way is coded PU. Any proposal for change made in an irri­
tated or bitter tone of voice is to be coded PU. 
Sarcastic statements require close attention from the coder for 
appropriate coding. Sarcastic statements which are clearly 
directed at the other person are coded PU. Sometimes, however, the 
coder will encounter descriptions of a problem not clearly related 
to the spouse which are uttered in an irritated or bitter tone of 
voice. Such statements are coded CP as they do not reflect disap­
proval of the spouse so much as dissatisfaction with the world at 
large. 
PU is the most "intuitive" category in the system, but one 
which is coded with reliability. A coder achieves this reliability 
in difficult cases by using himself as an "insult detector": as he 
listens to an ambiguous statement, he asks himself, "if that 
statement were directed toward me, would I personally feel 
insulted, embarrassed, or put down?". If so, the coder records PU 
for the statement; if not, some other category is coded. 
QU -- QUESTION 
QU is coded whenever a comment is phrased as a question. QU is 
coded alone for simple questions (e.g., "What did you say?"), and 
double- coded for statements phrased as questions (e.g., "Don't 
you think the problem is your late hours?", coded QU/PD) or propo­
sals phrased as questions (e.g., "Would you like to take the fam­
ily to the beach this weekend?", coded QU/PS). QU is often 
double-coded with PD, PS, CR, and PU. 
TA -- TALK 
When an utterance does not fit any of the other categories, 
code TA. Some common examples of behaviors coded TA are: 
1 "I don't know"-responses to questions. 
2 Comments irrelevant to the current topic of discussion. 
3 Vocalizations having no clearly discernible meaning ("Uh", 
"Well", "Hmmm..."). 
4 When a beep occurs at the end of a 30-second interval before 
the meaning of a person's statement is clear, the coder should 
record TA at the end of the line and record the significant 
code in the following line. 
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5 When a person is fumbling to begin a statement, code TA if no 
significant statement follows. 
6 When the coder cannot understand what is being said because of 
poor tape or because the speaker is mumbling, code TA. 
7 Responses to questions in situations which do not meet the 
requirements for AG or DG, i.e., questions where the speaker's 
opinion is not expressed or simple questions about points of 
information. ("Did you buy tomato soup?" (QU) "Yes". (TA)) 
( ) 
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Couple 463-464 
Original Dutch Text Floorswitch 
Number 
English Translation 
(m)(t05) maar eh 
(vs),tis zo 
(ms)raaar nou 
(m)daarover eh daarover 
hebben we al eindeloze 
diskussies(Ol) gehad hoe dat 
in elkaar zit 
(nis)ja? 
(vs)ja 
(ni)en ik heb DUIZENDmaal 
aange(02)geven waar juist 
eh waar ik juist het probleem 
in zie..in de kom(03)munikatie 
(ms)ja? 
(vs)ja 
(ra)nou en eh..(04).is eigenlijk 
een van de weinige kere nou dat 
nou dat werk dat..j(05)ij 
opgeh opgeschreven heb dus ik 
zou zeggen nou steek jij maar'es 
van wal 
(v)ehm(06) waarom zeg je een 
van de weinige keren..ik heb al 
zo vaak aange(07)geven of 
is dat langs je heen gegaan ik 
heb al zo vaak gezegd 
(vs)-gezegd we kunnen 
(ms)NEE nee(08) nee-nee nee-nee 
(v)niet praten 't gaat niet we 
pakken elkaar niet 
(vs)je voelt 
(ms)ja nee juist 
(v)me niet aan(09) 
(m)nee 
(v)ik hoe vaak heb ik bevoor 
beeld tegen jou gezegd dat 
(vs)ik 
(ms)JA 
(v)(10)ik kom misschien iets 
moeilijker met m'n woorden 
als jij maar hoe vaak heb ik 
niet gezegd ik wou dat ik eh 
m(ll)ijn gevoel kon pakken en 
dat ik't hier midden op tafel 
kon leggen 
(m)(t06) ja nou goed en 
(ms)daar zit het hele probleem 
(vs)en dan ku'je't zien 
(m)jans daar zit het hele 
probleem als eh(01) we't over 
047 (h)(t05) but ehm_ 
048 (ws)it is so 
(hs)but well 
049 (h)about that ehm we've 
already had(Ol) endless 
discussions about that what 
it's all about 
050 (hs)yes? 
(ws)yes 
051 (h)and I've told(02) you a 
THOUSAND times just ehm 
just where I see the problem 
..in the com(03)munication 
052 (hs)yes? 
(ws)yes 
053 (h)now and ehm..(04).it's now 
actually one of the few times 
that y(05)ou that wro wrote 
down work so well go right 
ahead 
054 (w)uhm(06) why do you say one 
of the few times..I've said 
(07) it so many times or 
hadn't you noticed I said it 
already so often 
055 (hs)-often we could 
(ws)NO no(08) no-no no-no 
056 (w)not talk it doesn't work 
we don't reach each other 
057 (ws)you don't 
(hs)yes no exactly 
058 (w)feel what I mean(09) 
059 (h)no 
060 (w)I how many times for 
example have I told you that 
061 (ws)I 
(hs)YES 
062 (w)maybe I don't talk as 
easily as you do but how 
often haven't I told you that 
I wished that I eh could pick 
(11) up my feelings and could 
put them there right straight 
on the table 
063 (h)(t06) yes well okay and 
064 (hs)that's the whole problem 
(ws)and then you could see it 
065 (h)jean that's the whole 
problem if eh(01) we're 
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kommunikatie hebbe dan doet 
ze't niet graag over een aan(02) 
tal eh luttelighede daar kunne 
we eindeloos over eh doorprate 
(03) naar mijn gevoel steeds ja? 
wat zit er achter(04) ja? 
waarom gebeurt iets op een 
derge 
(v)mm 
(m)op een bepaalde manier 
(v)dat is iets(05) wat je dus 
eh vrij recentelijk hebt je 
hebt't eh JA(06)RE_ heb je't 
niet gewild je hebt het dus nu 
de laatste tijd nou je dus 
marijke he(07)bt leren kennen 
* wil jij daar voor open staan 
(08)weest..voor mijn gevoel dat 
jij dus eh afgesloten hebt 
voor mij(09) als ik wel eens 
moeilijkheden had verwierp 
jij ze altijd(lO) zoek't maar 
uit of eh kan der niet mee 
zitte je hebt't (11) en 
daarom ben ik ook zo eh een 
beetje geworre (t07) 
(vs)IK heb altijd 
(ms)nou ik geloof niet 
(v)het gevoel gehad mag ik DAT 
dan zegge ik heb altijd het 
gevoel ge(01)had dat ik eh 
alleen stond..want eh Z(02)AT 
ik met iets en kwam ik daarmee 
of je dee moeilijk of zoek het 
maar uit of ik vind het onzin 
wat in prin(04)cipe op 
hetzelfde allemaal neerkomt en 
nu de laatste tijd ben je daar 
een beetje anders(05) in 
geworre 
(m)nou 
(v)of je ziet het anders 
(m)nou nee 
(ms)eh(06) eh 
(vs)n'ja 
(m)tuu eh 'tuurlijk wel 
gelijk in een aantal punte maar 
eh de kern van het ge(07)heel 
wat eh zeker als we erges een 
diskussie over hebbe en zeker 
(08) heh kommunikatie <LACHT> 
nadat we onenigheid hebben 
gehad..dat eskaleert 
talking obout communication 
then se doesn't talk about it 
readily again a few(02) eh 
small things we can talk 
about(03) those forever as I 
see it again and again yes? 
wat does it mean(04) huh? why 
does something happen in 
just 
066 (w)mm 
067 (h)in such a way 
068 (w)so that's something(05) 
you've ehm rather recently 
for YEARS you have ehm (06) 
you've not wanted it so you 
have it now recently now 
you've met margaret(07) * 
you open yourself for that 
..in my feeling that you so 
eh you shut yourself off from 
(09) me if I did want to talk 
some times or if I had 
problems you brushed them 
always aside(lO) YOU solve it 
yourself or ehm it's not MY 
problem you have (11) that's 
why I became ehm a little 
like that (t07) 
069 (ws)l've always 
(hs)well I don't think 
(w)had the feeling if I may 
say SO I always had the 
feeling(Ol) that I stood 
alone..because ehm(02) IF I 
had a problem and I told you 
shrugged(03) or you became 
difficult or solve it your 
SELF or I think it's 
nonsense which(04) is all 
essentially the same thing 
and now recently you have 
changed a(05) little bit in 
that 
071 (h)well 
072 (w)or you see it differently 
073 (h)well no 
074 (hs)ehm(06) ehm 
(ws)m'yes 
075 (h)'course ehm of course 
you're right concerning a 
few points but ehm the 
heart of the mat(07)ter 
that ehm certainly if 
we're having a discussion 
about something and 
certainly(08) eh communies 
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al(09)tijcL ja? 'tis wa-waar 
ik eh wa'ik't recentelijk 
nog over gehad h(10)eb.. 
eskaleert altijd..het is nooit 
zo dat <ZUCHT> na een bepaald 
kon(ll)flikt over zakies die 
eigenlijk niet eens zo 
belangrijk zijn..ja? (t08) dat 
als we daarna derover prate dat 
er een oplossing komt..ja?(01) 
of het hoeft nog geen 
oplossing te komen maar dat 
j'in elk geval begrip heb 
hoe het mechanisme gewerkt 
h(02)eeft d-dat gebeurt niet 
ja? we blijven altijd in 
de(03)zelfde punte..op dat 
moment sluit jij je af en in 
wezen is het altijd IK..ja? 
die in de aanval gaat..ja? 
(05)....of in de aan(06)val 
jans..ehh IK probeer steeds 
maar te zeggen van WAAROM doe 
doe je dat(07) dan? 'kweet't 
niet..ja? WAAROM? 
(iDS)nOU? 
(vs)ja maar 
tion <LAUGHS> after we've 
had a disagreement that al 
(09)ways gets worse doesn't 
it? it's wh-what I,(10)ve 
been talking about recently 
always gets worse..it's 
never that <SIGHS> after a 
certain con(ll)flict about 
thingsthat really aren't so 
important..yes? (t08) 
that if we talk about it 
afterwards that we find a 
solution..y(01)es? or we 
don't even have to find a 
solution but at least that 
you understand how the 
mechanism worked(02) th-
that does not happen does 
it? we always get stuck at 
the s(03)ame points..at 
that moment you shut your 
self off and in fact it's 
al(04)ways ME..yeah? who 
attacks..isn't it?(05).... 
or attacks (06) jean..I 
try again and again to say 
WHY do you do th(07)at? I 
don't know..yes? WHY? 
076 (hs)well? 
(ws)yes but 
(t05) = end of the fifth minute after the beginning of taping 
(01), etc. = end of the first five seconds in each minute 
(h) = speech by the husband 
(w) = speech by the wife 
(hs), (ws) = simultaneous speech 
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APPENDIX F: ILLUSTRATION OF A FILE 
Column: 1234567890 
475 
476 
477 
477 
477 
477 
477 
477 
477 
478 
171 
171 
133 
136 
130 
133 
100 
104 
262 
262 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
A whole card is reserved for a MICS-code, the first four 
columns contain the speech number. Each time the partners change 
speaker role, the index is increased with the value 1. 
After this number, the card contains a blank to facilitate inspec­
tion. The next column (4) indicates the sex code of the speaker 
(l=husband; 2=wife). 
The next column (5) indicates the MlCS-category (1=C0NSENTING, 
2=DISSENTING
>
 3=NAGGING, 4=J0KING, S^ONTRIBUTING, 6=DESCRIBING, 
7=BLURPING, 8=INTERRUPTING, 9=PAUSING, 0=FEATURES) of the speaker. 
This column, plus the following column indicate the MICS-code or 
paralinguistic code. The MICS-code and MICS-category al ways 
describe behavior of the speaker. 
The next column is a blank, again to facilitate inspection. The 
following column (9) gives the affect code of the husband, the 
last column the affect of the wife. These codes range from 1 
(face negative) to 7 (face positive). The affect codes refer to 
the nonverbal behavior (affect) that both spouses deliver simul­
taneously with a MICS-code. If during a MICS-code changes in 
affect occur, the MICS-code is repeated in the file. 
Adaptation of the Dataset. 
A set of FORTRAN computer programs were developed to adapt the 
dataset to the sequential analysis program LAGS. These programs 
were called RECODE.F. 
The following is an example of the output of these RECODE pro­
grams . 
гecode1.f: 
17 
13 
10 
26 
18 
17 
26 
21 
16 
21 
2 22 
1 22 
1 22 
2 22 
1 22 
2 22 
2 22 
3 22 
2 22 
3 22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
recode2.f : 
17 
13 
10 
26 
18 
17 
26 
21 
16 
21 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
recodeS.f: 
171 
133 
136 
130 
133 
100 
262 
181 
171 
262 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
recodeS.f 
171 2 22 
133 1 22 
136 1 22 
130 1 22 
133 1 22 
10021 22 
262 2 22 
18121 22 
171 2 22 
262 2 22 
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The input for all RECODE programs is the dataset as described 
above. 
REC0DE1.F gives a dataset with all MICS-categories, affect 
categories for husband and wife, and affect categories for speaker 
and listener: 
column 2 = sex code (l=husband; 2=wife) 
column 3 = MICS-category or paralinguistic category 
column 3-4= MICS-code or paralinguistic code 
column 6 = MICS-category (positive, neutral, negative) 
column 8 = affect code of the husband 
column 9 = affect code of the wife 
column 11 = affect code of the speaker 
column 12 = affect code of the listener 
REC0DE2.F gives the MICS-category and the aversiveness of this 
category: 
column 2 = sex code 
column 3 = MICS-category or paralinguistic category 
column 6 = aversiveness of MICS-category (negative, neutral, positive) 
REC0DE3.F gives the MICS-codes and paralinguistic codes plus the 
aversiveness of these codes: 
column 2 = sex code 
column 3-4= MICS-code or paralinguistic code 
column 6 = aversiveness of the codes 
REC0DE5.F gives the MICS-categories plus aversiveness, and the 
affect codes of husband and wife. This program also places the 
number '2' in column 5 if the MICS-code is the last negative 
MICS-code in a series of negative MICS-codes. This dataset is used 
to test the coercion-hypothesis: 
column 2 = sex code 
column 3-4= MICS-code or paralinguistic code 
column 5 = identification code '2' or a blank 
column 6 = the aversiveness of the MICS-code 
column 8 = affect code of the husband 
column 9 = affect code of the wife 
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APPENDIX G: ILLUSTRATION OF AFFECT CODING. 
Couple 463-464 
Husband Wife English Translation 
Affect Affect 
71 (h) well 
72 (w) or you see it differently 
73 (h) well no 
74 (hs) ehm(06)ehm 
(ws) ra'yes 
Body 0 75 (h)/'course ehm of course you're right 
concerning a few points but ehm the heart 
of the mat(07)ter that ehm certainly if 
we're having a discussion about something 
and certainly(08)eh communication <LAUGHS> 
Body - after we've had a disagreement / that 
Face - al(09)ways gets worse doesn't it? / it's 
wh-what I'(10)ve been talking about 
Body - recently / always gets worse., it's never 
that <SIGHS> after a certain con(ll)flict 
about things that really aren't so 
important., yes? (t08) that if we talk 
about it afterwards that we find a solution 
..y(01)es? or we don't even have to find a 
solution but at least that you understand 
how the mechanism worked(02)th-that does 
not happen does it? we always get stuck at 
the s(03)ame points..at that moment you 
shut yourself off and in fact it's al(04) 
ways ME..yeah? who attacks..isn't it? 
Voice - Face - // (05)or attacks Jean, eh I try again 
and again to say WHY do you do th(06)at? 
I don't know..yes? WHY? 
A change in nonverbal expression of husband and wife is noted in 
the margin, with a slash (/) in the text indicating the place 
where the change occurred 
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APPENDIX H: Computer Program LAGS 
С - - -
С ****SACKETT****CDMR CENTER UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
С THIS PROGRAM WAS WRITTEN BY CHARLES CROWLEY, COMPUTER SCIENCE DEPT. 
С UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, SEATTLE, WA. 98195 (206) 543-7798 OR (206) 
С 543-2697 
С THIS IS REVISION С OF JUNE 1980 MADE FOR THE UNIX SYSTEM OF THE 
С PSYCHOLOGICAL LABORATORY, CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY NIJMEGEN, THE 
С NETHERLANDS, BY THEO BROEKMAN, DEPARTMENT OF CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY, 
С AND FRANS MAARSE, COMPUTER GROUP, MONTESSORILAAN 3, NIJMEGEN 
С THIS WAS REVISION В OF 14 FEB 1975 BY CHARLES CROWLEY 
С REVISION A WAS OF NOV 1974 
С THE ORIGINAL PROGRAM WAS OF OCT 1974 
С THIS REVISION В INCLUDES CHANGES TO ALLOW TWO OR MORE OBSERVATIONS 
С PER CARD AND TO WRITE THE DATA ON A BINARY SCRATCH FILE SO THAT RUNS 
С WITH TWO OR MORE CRITERIA WILL BE CONSIDERABLY FASTER 
С A CHANGE WAS EFFECTED IN THE COMPUTATION OF THE STANDARD DEVIATION 
С OF THE Z-SCORE (527). 
С - - - --
С DESCRIPTION 
с - -
С THIS PROGRAM COMPUTES LAG STATISTICS FOR TIME OR EVENT LAG 
С ANALYSIS. THE SUBROUTINE *NEXT* READS THE INPUT. ANALYSES OF 
С BEHAVIORS WITH DURATIONS ARE TRANSFORMED TO UNIT TIME OBSERVATIONS 
С TYPES BY GENERATING *N* UNIT TIME DELAY OBSERVATIONS FOR A BEHAVIOR OF 
С DURATION *N* TIME UNITS. *CRHIST* WILL RECORD THE HISTORY OF THE LAST 
С *MAXLAG* TIME DELAYS AND WILL INDICATE WHEN DURING THAT PERIOD THAT 
С THE CRITERION BEHAVIOR OCCURRED. AS WE ENCOUNTER EACH BEHAVIOR 
С OBSERVATIONS WE GO OVER THE PAST *MAXLAG* TIME UNITS AND RECORD LAGS 
С FOR ALL OCCURRENCES OF THE CRITERION BEHAVIOR. THE SUBROUTINE *INIT* 
С WILL READ THE CONTROL INFORMATION, SET UP THE CONTROL VARIABLES AND 
С INITIALIZE THE OTHER VARIABLES. 
С -
С DECLARATIONS 
С -
REAL EXPECT, OBSERV, SD, Ζ, HICI, LOWCI 
INTEGER LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES(21),FREQ(800,21),TIME, 
2 STEPSZ,NSTEPS,NEXTCR,NEXTBE,CRIT,BEH,TOTCR,TOTIME, 
3 FREQCY,CODE,LASTBE,TMLEFT,CUMTYP,LOWBD,HIBD,EOFMRK, 
4 NUMREC,ECHO)UNITNO,COLS(32),NCARDS,PARTCD, 
5 CRDCOL 
LOGICAL ENDFIL, CRHIST(IOOO), ADJLG1, ENDTRL, TIME1 
LOGICAL*! TITLE(80) 
COMMON LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES,FREQ, ENDFIL,TIME,STEPSZ, 
2 NSTEPS,TMLEFT,CUMTYP,EOFMRK,NUMREC,ECHO,UNITNO.TITLE, 
3 COLS,NCARDS,ENDTRL,PARTCD,CRDCOL,TIME1 
С -
С INIT WILL SET UP MAXLAG, ANALTY, INTYPE, LAGTYP, STEPSZ, NSTEPS, 
С TARGET (THE CODE OF THE CRITERION BEHAVIOR), NCODES (THE NUMBER OF 
С CODES IN THE ARRAY CODES) AND CODES. 
С 
С COUPLING THE DIFFERENT FILES 
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с 
С UNITNUMBER 3 = SCRATCHFILE (SC) 
С UNITNUMBER А = DATA (DF) 
С UNITNUMBER 2 = CONTROLFILE (CF) 
С FILES #3, 4 AND 2 ARE NORMAL UNIX-FILES 
С THE CALL FOR THE PROGRAM BECOMES : 
С a.out sc df cf 
CALL ARGFIL (3,2) 
CALL ARGFIL (4,3) 
CALL ARGFIL (2,4) 
CALL SETMOD (6,2048) 
NARG = IARGC(X) 
IF (NARG .EQ. 4) GOTO 777 
WRITE(6,900) 
STOP 
900 FORMAT('AANTAL FILES KLEINER DAN 4') 
777 CONTINUE 
С 
5 CALL INIT 
С - - -
С WE WILL ALWAYS BE READING ONE TIME UNIT AHEAD SO THAT THE LEADING EDGE 
С AND TRAILING EDGE LAGS CAN BE DONE CORRECTLY 
С - - -
CALL NEXT(NEXTCR, NEXTBE) 
С - --- -
С NOW FALSE OUT THE HISTORY ARRAY (CRHIST) IMPLYING THAT NO CRITERION 
С BEHAVIORS HAVE BEEN FOUND IN THE LAST *MAXLAG" TIME UNITS (THESE ARE 
С FICTITIOUS TIMES PUT IN TO SIMPLIFY THE PROGRAM, THEY WILL NOT AFFECT 
С THE STATISTIC IN ANY WAY) 
с - -
10 DO 20 I = 1, MAXLAG 
CRHIST(I) = .FALSE. 
20 CONTINUE 
IHIT = 1 
LASTCR = -1 
с - -
С NOW GO THROUGH THE BEHAVIORS ONE TIME UNIT AT A TIME 
С THIS IS THE MAIN COMPUTING LOOP 
с 
30 CONTINUE 
CRIT = NEXTCR 
BEH = NEXTBE 
CALL NEXT(NEXTCR, NEXTBE) 
С 
С IF CRIT = -2 THEN THE END OF THE DATA HAS BEEN REACHED SO WE GO TO 
С PRINT THE RESULTS 
С -
IF( CRIT .EQ. -2 ) GO TO 500 
С 
С CHECK IF THIS IS AN END OF TRIAL AND IF IT IS RESET THE CRITHIST ARRAY 
С AND START OVER FRESH WITH THE NEXT TRIAL 
С -
IF( CRIT .EQ. -1 ) GO TO 10 
с -
С COUNT UP THE RAW FREQUENCY FOR THIS BEHAVIOR 
С 
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TIME = TIME + 1 
FREQ(1, BEH) = FREQ(1, BEH) + 1 
С -
С GO THROUGH THE LAST *MAXLAG* TIME DELAYS LOOKING FOR AN OCCURRENCE 
С THE TARGET CRITERION (THE COUNTING IS BACKWARDS FROM INIT) 
С --
J = IHIT 
DO 40 I = 1, MAXLAG 
J = J - 1 
IF( J .EQ. 0 ) J = MAXLAG 
IF( CRHIST(J) ) FREQCI+l, BEH) = FREQCI+l, BEH) + 1 
АО CONTINUE 
С -
С NOW DECIDE WHETHER THIS IS THE TARGET CRITERION 
С -
CRHIST(IHIT) = .FALSE. 
IF( CRIT .NE. TARGET ) GO TO 100 
GO TO (50, 70, 60), LAGTYP 
С - -
С LAGTYPE = 1 - LAG FROM THE BEGINNING OF A BEHAVIOR ONLY 
С ---
50 IF( CRIT .EQ. LASTCR ) GO TO 100 
GO TO 70 
С - -
С LAGTYPE = 3 - LAG FROM THE TERMINATION OF A BEHAVIOR ONLY 
С - -
60 IF( CRIT .EQ. NEXTCR ) GO TO 100 
GO TO 70 
С - -
С LAGTYPE = 2 - LAG FROM EVERY OCCURRENCE OF A BEHAVIOR (I.E. FROM EVERY 
С TIME UNIT WITHIN A DURATION OF THE BEHAVIOR) 
С -- ---
70 CRHIST(IHIT) = .TRUE. 
100 LASTCR = CRIT 
с - - - - -
C IHIT CYCLES CIRCULARLY FROM 1 TO MAXLAG 
С - -
IHIT = MOD(IHIT, MAXLAG) + 1 
GO TO 30 
c- - -
С OUTPUT RESULTS 
с 
500 LINES = 60 
IF( TIME1 ) WRITE(6, 505) NUMREC 
505 FORMATQH , 17, 18H DATA RECORDS READ) 
510 F0RMAT(1H1, 80A1, /, 36H LAG CODE FREQ NCRIT TOTAL OBSERVED, 
1 53H EXPECTED STANDEV Ζ 95 PCT CONFIDENCE INTERVALL, /) 
MLPL1 = MAXLAG + 1 
NCPL1 = NCODES + 1 
IF( FREQ(1, NCPL1) .EQ. 0 ) NCPL1 = NCODES 
С -
С IN THIS LOOP *LAG* IS REALLY ONE MORE THAN THE REAL LAG. THE FIRST 
С ROW OF THE *FREQ* ARRAY IS THE FREQUENCY FOR THE BEHAVIOR CODE 
С 
DO 550 LAG = 1, MLPL1, STEPSZ 
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с 
С CUMULATIVE FREQUENCIES IN STEPS OF STEPSZ IF INDICATED 
С 
IF( STEPSZ .EQ. 1 .OR. LAG .EQ. 1 .OR. CUMTYP .EQ. О ) 
1 GO TO 518 
LOWED = LAG - STEPSZ + 1 
HIBD = LAG - 1 
DO 516 1 = 1 , NCPL1 
DO 514 J = LOWED, HIBD 
FREQCLAG, I) = FREQCLAG, I) + FREQ(J, I) 
514 CONTINUE 
516 CONTINUE 
С -
С ADJUST THE LAG 1 EXPECTED VALUES IF A BEHAVIOR CANNOT FOLLOW ITSELF 
С - - -
518 ADJLG1 = .FALSE. 
IF( LAG .NE. 2 ) GO TO 519 
IF( LAGTYP .NE. 3 .OR. INTYPE .GT. 2 ) GO TO 519 
ADJLG1 = .TRUE. 
NCR = 0 
DO 5181 1 = 1 , NCODES 
IF(TARGET .NE. CODES(I) ) GO TO 5181 
NCR = I 
GO TO 519 
5181 CONTINUE 
IF( NCR .EQ. О ) ADJLG1 = .FALSE. 
519 TOTCR = О 
DO 520 I = 1, NCPL1 
TOTCR = TOTCR + FREQCLAG, I) 
520 CONTINUE 
DO 540 CODE = 1, NCPL1 
TOTIME = TIME - (LAG - 1) * TRIALS 
IF( TOTIME .GT. 0 ) GO TO 524 
WRITE(6, 526) 
526 FORMAT(37H LAGS TOO LARGE FOR THE DATA SAMPLE, , 
1 22H THIS ANALYSIS ABORTED) 
GO TO 560 
524 FREQCY = FREQ(LAG, CODE) 
EXPECT = FL0AT(FREQ(1, CODE)) / FLOAT(TIME) 
IF( .NOT. ADJLG1 ) GO TO 527 
EXPECT = FL0AT(FREQ(1, CODE)) 
1 /FLOAT(TIME - FREQ(1, NCR)) 
IF(NCR .EQ. CODE ) EXPECT = 0. 
С 
C527 SD = SQRT((EXPECT *(1 - EXPECT )) / FLOAT(TOTIME)) 
С ABOVE STATEMENT IS REPLACED BY THE NEXT TWO 
С 
527 SD = О 
IF( TOTCR .NE. 0) SD = SQRT(EXPECT *(1 - EXPECT) / FLOAT(TOTCR) ) 
С -
OBSERV = 0. 
IF( TOTCR .NE. 0 ) OBSERV = FLOAT(FREQCY) / 
1 FLOAT(TOTCR) 
LINES = LINES + 1 
IF( LINES .LE. 55 ) GO TO 528 
LINES = 1 
WRITE(6, 510) (ΤΙΤΙ£(Ι), 1 = 1, 80) 
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LAGMl = LAG - 1 
Ζ = О 
IF( SD .NE. 0. ) Ζ = (OBSERV - EXPECT) / SD 
HICI = EXPECT + 1.96 * SD 
LOWCI = EXPECT - 1.96 * SD 
WRITECe, 530) LAGMl, CODES(CODE), FREQCY, TOTCR, 
1 TOTIME,OBSERV, EXPECT, SD, Ζ, HICI, LOWCI 
530 FORMAT(3I5,I6,I6,F7.3,2F9.3,2F9.3,2F9.3,3H TO,F6.3) 
540 CONTINUE 
WRITE(6, 545) 
545 F0RMAT(1H ) 
LINES = LINES + 1 
550 CONTINUE 
560 GO TO 5 
END 
SUBROUTINE NEXT(CRIT, BEH) 
****SACKETT****CDMR CENTER UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
THIS ROUTINE READS THE INPUT DATA. FOUR VARIABLES MUST BE SPECIFIED 
BY EACH READ. THE CRITERION CODE (CRIT), THE BEHAVIOR CODE (BEH), THE 
END-OF-TRIAL CODE (EOT) AND THE DURATION OF THE OBSERVATION). 
IF EVENT SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS IS SPECIFIED NO DURATIONS ARE GIVEN. 
THESE VARIABLES ARE READ FROM CARD COLUMNS (ONE TO SEVEN) WHICH MAY BE 
ANYWHERE ON UP TO THREE CARDS. THE USER SPECIFIES THE COLUMSS WHICH 
MAKE UP HIS FIELDS. FOR EXAMPLE, IF CRIT IS IN COLUMNS 2, 5, 55 AND 
7 THEN CRIT = 1000*C2+100*C5+10*C55+C7. 
INTEGER LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES(21),FREQ(800,21),TIME, 
2 STEPSZ.NSTEPS,CRIT,CRITER.TMLEFT,BEH,BEHAV,DELAY,EOT, 
3 CODE,PREVCR,CUMTYP,EOFMRK,NUMREC,ECHO,UNITNO, 
4 COLS(32), NCARDS,ZER0,KIN(4),LIN(4),CIJFER(1), 
5 PARTCD.CRDCOL 
LOGICAL ENDFIL, ENDTRL, TIME1 
LOGICAL*! INCOLS(80,3),IJF(11),IDIGIT(1,1),TITLE(80) 
COMMON LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES,FREQ,ENDFIL,TIME,STEPSZ, 
2 NSTEPS,TMLEFT,CUMTYP,EOFMRK,NUMREC,ECHO,UNITNO,TITLE, 
3 COLS,NCARDS,ENDTRL,PARTCD,CRDCOL.TIME1 
DATA LIN / 1, 9, 17, 25 / 
DATA IJF /'о'.'Г.'г'.'з'.Ч'.^'.'б'.^'.'в'.'э',' 7 
IF( .NOT. ENDFIL ) GO TO 5 
CRIT = -2 
RETURN 
IF TIME SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS IS SPECIFIED (I.E. DURATIONS 
THE SAME CODES WILL BE RETURNED FOR THE DURATION OF THE 
THE VARIABLE *TMLEFT* COUNTS DOWN THE DURATIONS. 
IF( TMLEFT 
A NEW RECORD 
.NE. 0 ) GO TO 
MUST BE READ 
200 
ARE PROVIDED) 
BEHAVIOR. 
IF( .NOT. ENDTRL ) GO TO 8 
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С 
С 
с 
с 
с 
с 
с 
с 
с 
с 
ENDTRL = .FALSE. 
GO TO 15 
8 IF(TIMEl) GOTO 9 
С -
С READ FROM SCRATCH FILE ON SECOND AND LATER PASSES 
С -
READO.ll) CRIT, BEHAV, EOT, DELAY 
GOTO 70 
9 IF( CRDCOL .LE. 80 ) GO TO 16 
С 
С ELSE THIS CARD IS FINISHED SO READ THE NEXT 
С 
CRDCOL=l 
NUMREC = NUMREC + 1 
READ(4)10,END=14) ((INCOLSCI, J), 1 = 1 , 80), J = 1, NCARDS) 
10 FORMAT(80A1) 
GOTO 16 
14 ENDFIL = .TRUE. 
15 IF( PREVCR .NE. -1 ) TRIALS = TRIALS + 1 
CRIT = -1 
PREVCR = -1 
RETURN 
С -
С READ THE CARD AND ASSEMBLE THE THREE OR FOUR FIELDS FROM THE COLUM 
С NUMBERS LISTED IN *COLS*. *LIN* IS USED TO SET THE INDICES FOR GOING 
С THROUGH *COLS* 8 AT A TIME STARTING WITH 1, 9, 17 AND 25. *ILOWBD* 
С AND *IHIBD* INDEX THROUGH *COLS*. NOTE ALL COLUMS NUMBERS ARE 
С RELATIVE TO *CRDCOL*. IF MORE THAN ONE OBSERVATION PER CARD IS 
С SPECIFIED. BLANKS AND ILLEGAL CHARACTERS IN A COLUMN ARE READ AS 
С ZEROS. *KSIGN* KEEPS TRACK OF THE SIGN OF THE INPUT NUMBER 
С - — • 
16 IUPPER = 4 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 1 ) IUPPER = 3 
DO 60 I = 1, IUPPER 
L = LIN(I) 
KIN(I) = 0 
ILOWBD = L + 1 
IHIBD = L + COLS(L) 
KSIGN = 1 
DO 40 J = ILOWBD, IHIBD 
ISUB = COLS(J) + CRDCOL - 1 
IDIGIT(1,1) = INCOLS(ISUB,l) 
с - --
С CHECK IF IDIGIT IS BETWEEN 0 AND 9 
С -
DO 999 К = 1,11 
IF(IDIGIT(1,1) .EQ. IJF(K)) GOTO 888 
999 CONTINUE 
WRITE(6,909) IDIGIT(1,1),NUMREC 
909 F0RMAT(A1,I5/14H INVALID DATUM) 
STOP 
888 continue 
IF (IDIGIT(1,1) .EQ. IJF(ll)) GOTO 212 
DECODE(1,777,IDIGIT)CIJFER 
777 FORMAT(Il) 
30 KIN(I) = 10 * KIN(I) + CIJFER(l) 
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40 CONTINUE 
KIN(I) = KSIGN * KIN(I) 
60 CONTINUE 
CRDCOL = CRDCOL + PARTCD 
CRIT = KIN(l) 
BEHAV = KIN(2) 
EOT = KIN(3) 
DELAY = KIN(4) 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 1 ) DELAY = 1 
WRITE(3,11) CRIT, BEHAV, EOT, DELAY 
11 FORMAT(4I7) 
70 IF( ECHO .NE. 0 ) WRITE(6, 75) CRIT,BEHAV.EOT, DELAY 
75 FORMATdH , 19, 318) 
IF( EOT .EQ. EOFMRK ) GO TO 14 
IF( EOT .NE. ENDCOD ) GO TO 80 
IF( INTYPE .EQ. 0 ) GO TO 15 
ENDTRL = .TRUE. 
80 TMLEFT = DELAY 
200 TMLEFT = TMLEFT - 1 
С — --- --- - -- -
С LOOK FOR THE BEHAVIOR CODE IN THE CODE TABLE, IF IT IS NOT THERE 
С ASSIGN IT A CODE OF *NC0DES+1* WHICH IS THE ALL-THE-REST CODE 
С -- -- -- --
BEH = NCODES + 1 
DO 210 CODE = 1, NCODES 
IF( BEHAV .NE. CODES(CODE) ) GO TO 210 
BEH = CODE 
GO TO 220 
212 CRDCOI^CRDCOL+PARTCD 
210 CONTINUE 
220 PREVCR = 0 
RETURN 
END 
SUBROUTINE INIT 
С ^—ЗАСКЕТГ^-^СОМК CENTER UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
С 
С THIS ROUTINE READS THE CONTROL INFORMATION AND THE INPUT FORMAT FOR 
С THE DATA. THE FIRST CARD OF A SET OF CONTROL INFORMATION CARDS IS THE 
С TITLE CARD AND CAN BE ANY 80 CHARACTERS. IT WILL BE PRINTED ON EVERY 
С PAGE OF THE OUTPUT. THE NEXT CARD OF CONTROL INFORMATION IS 
С ARRANGED AS FOLLOWS: 
С 
COLUMNS FIELD 
С 1 TYPE OF ANALYSIS 
С 1 - EVENT 
С 2 - TIME DURATION 
С 
С 2 TYPE OF INPUT - IF ZERO OR BLANK THEN A RECORD WITH AN EOT MARK 
С IS NOT COUNTED AS AN OBSERVATION. IF THIS IS NOT ZERO OR BUNK 
С THEN OBSERVATION WITH EOT MARKS WILL BE COUNTED AS OBSERVATIONS 
С 
С 3 TYPE OF LAG 
С 1 - LAG FROM THE BEGINNING OF A BEHAVIOR ONLY 
С 2 - LAG FROM EACH OCCURRENCE OF THE BEHAVIOR (IN TIME) 
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С 3 - LAG FROM THE TERMINATION OF A BEHAVIOR ONLY 
С 
С 4-6 STEPSIZE - THE NUMBER OF LAGS TO SKIP BETWEEN LINES OF THE 
С OUTPUT TABLE 
С 
С 7 LAG SUMMARIZATION. THIS IS ONLY APPLICABLE IF STEPSIZE IS 
С GREATER THEN ONE. IF THIS FIELD IS ZERO EACH OUTPUT LINE WILL 
С REFLECT THE REAL STATISTIC FOR THAT LAG. IF THIS FIELD IS 
С ONE (1) THEN EACH LINE WILL REFLECT THE ACCUMULATED STATISTICS 
С FOR ALL THE LAGS AFTER THE LAST LINE PRINTED AND UP TO AND 
С INCLUDING THIS LAG. 
С 
С 8-11 NUMBER OF LAGS YOU ARE INTERESTED IN (IN STEPS OF STEPSIZE) 
С 
С 12-18 END OF TRIAL CODE (MARKER)C 
С 
С 19-25 END OF ONE DATA SET MARKER. THIS IS USED IF YOU WANT TO 
С PUT SEVERAL DATA SETS CONSECUTIVELY IN A FILE AND RUN ANALYSES 
С ON EACH OF THEM. THEY ARE SEPARATED ONLY BY THIS MARKER AND 
С NOT BY A FILEMARK 
С 
С 26 ECHO CODE - IF THIS IS 1 THE DATA WILL BE ECHOED ON THE OUTPUT 
С AS IT IS BEING READ 
С 
С 27 IF THIS FIELD IS 1 THEN THE DATA WILL BE READ FROM THE LOGICAL 
С FILE *DATA* OTHERWISE IT WILL BE READ FROM *INPUT* 
С 
С 28-29 IF THIS FIELD IS BETWEEN 1 AND 79 TWO OR MORE OBSERVATIONS PER 
С CARD WILL BE READ. THIS NUMBER IS THE WIDTH OF THE FIELD. 
С AS MANY FIELDS AS WILL FIT ON A CARD WILL BE READ. 
С 
С NEXT COME ONE TO FOUR CARDS CONTAINING THE CRITERION BEHAVIOR 
С CODES. A SEPARATE ANALYSIS WILL BE RUN FOR EACH CRITERION 
С SPECIFIED AND A SEPARATE TABLE PRINTED FOR EACH ONE. THE LIST 
С OF CODES ARE PUT (UP TO) ELEVEN (11) ON A CARD IN SEVEN 
С COLUMN WIDE FIELDS. THAT IS, THE FIRST ONE IS COL. 1-7 (THE 
С SECOND IS COL. 8-14 AND SO ON TO THE LAST WHICH WILL BE 
С COL. 71-77. UP TO FORTY CRITERIA CAN BE SPECIFIED. THE LAST 
С ONE IS INDICATED BY A DUMMY CRITERION CODE OF -1. THIS DUMMY 
С CODE MUST BE PRESENT TO MARK THE END EVEN IF IT IS THE ONLY 
С CODE ON THE LAST CARD 
С 
С THE NEXT SET OF CARDS GIVES THE CODES OF THE OBJECT BEHAVIORS 
С TO BE LOOKED FOR AT THE VARIOUS LAGS. THESE ARE ENTERED IN 
С EXACTLY THE SAME MANNER AS THE CRITERION CODES WERE. THAT IS, 
С UP TO ELEVEN CODES PER CARD IN SEVEN COLUMS FIELDS WITH THE 
С LAST CODE FOLLOWED BY A DUMMY CODE OF -1 (WHICH MUST BE PRESENT 
С ). BUT THESE CARDS MUST BE SEPARATE FROM (AND MUST FOLLOW) THE 
С CARDS FOR THE CRITERION CODES. THAT IS, THEY MUST START ON A 
С NEW CARD AND CANNOT BE PUT IN EXTRA FIELDS ON THE LAST 
С CRITERION CARD 
С 
С THE NEXT SET OF THREE OR FOUR CARDS GIVES THE CARDS COLUMNS IN WHICH TO 
С FIND.. FIRST THE CRIT CODES, SECOND THE BEH CODES, THIRD THE EOT CODES 
С AND FOURTH (IF REQUIRED) THE DURATIONS. THESE FILEDS ARE ENTERED AS 
С SEVEN (7) THREE COLUMNS FIELDS. ONE SUCH CARD IS REQUIRED FOR EACH OF.. 
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С GRIT, ВЕН, AND EOT (ALSO DUR IF NEEDED). THE CODE IS GENERATED BY 
С CONCATENATING THE SPECIFIED COLUMNS. IF CRIT IS IN COLS. 3 AND 68 AND 
С 23 THEN CRIT=100*C3+10*C68+C23. IF COLUMNS OVER 160 ARE SPECIFIED THREE 
С CARDS WILL BE READ PER OBSERVATION. IF OVER 80 BUT LESS THAN 161 THEN 
С TWO CARDS WILL BE READ AND IF ALL ARE UNDER 81 THEN ONE CARD ONLY WILL 
С BE READ. ONLY THREE CARDS PER OBSERVATION ARE ALLOWED. 
С 
С IF SEVERAL RUNS ARE TO BE DONE ON SEQUENTIALLY ENTERED DATA SETS ON A 
С FILE THEN THIS SAME SEQUENCE OF CARDS IS REPEATED FOR EACH RUN AND ANY 
С OF THE CONTROL VARIABLES CAN BE CHANGED. THE LAST SUCH RUN SHOULD BE 
С FOLLOWED BY TWO CARDS EACH CONTAINING A 9 IN COLUMN 1. 
С - - --
INTEGER LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES(21),FREQ(800)21),TIME, 
2 STEPSZ,NSTEPS,IN(11),TMLEFT,CUMTYP,CRTBL(30),ICRTBL> 
3 EOFMRK,NCRTBL,NUMREC,ECHO,UNTYPE,UNITNO, 
4 COLS(32)
>
NCARDS,PARTCD,CRDCOL 
LOGICAL ENDFIL, ENDTRL, TIME1 
LOGICAL*! TITLE(80) 
DATA ICRTBL, NCRTBL /0, 0/ 
COMMON LASTCR, MAXLAG, TRIALS, ENDCOD, TARGET, NCODES, LAGTYP, 
1 ANALTY,INTYPE,CODES,FREQ,ENDFIL,TIME,STEPSZ, 
2 NSTEPS.TMLEFT.CUMTYP,EOFMRK,NUMREC,ECHO,UNITNO,TITLE, 
3 COLS,NCARDS,ENDTRL,PARTCD,CRDCOL,TIME1 
С --
С ARE WE GOING THROUGH CRTBL AND DOING AN ANALYSIS FOR EACH CRITERION 
С (NCTBL IS ONE MORE THAN THE NUMBER OF CRITERIA READ IN) 
С - - ---
IF( ICRTBL .LT. NCRTBL ) GO TO 205 
TIME1 = .TRUE. 
REWIND 3 
READ(2, 90,END=91) (TITLE(I), 1 = 1 , 80) 
90 F0RMAT(80A1) 
91 READ(2, 100,END=103) ANALTY, INTYPE, LAGTYP, STEPSZ, CUMTYP, NSTEPS, 
1 ENDCOD,EOFMRK,ECHO,UNTYPE,PARTCD 
100 F0RMAT(3I1,I3,I1,I4,2I7,2I1,I2) 
103 IF( ANALTY .NE. 9 ) GOTO 92 
STOP 
92 CONTINUE 
UNITNO = 5 
IF( UNTYPE .NE. 0 ) UNITNO = 4 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 1 .OR. ANALTY .EQ. 2 ) GO TO 104 
WRITE(6, 101) 
101 F0RMAT(42H ANALYSIS TYPE OUT OF RANGE - CHANGED TO 1) 
ANALTY = 1 
104 IF((LAGTYP.GE.l).AND.(LAGTYP.LE.3))G0 TO 106 
WRITE(6, 105) 
105 F0RMAT(37H LAG TYPE OUT OF RANGE - CHANGED TO 2) 
LAGTYP = 2 
106 IF(STEPSZ.GT.0)GO TO 108 
WRITE(6, 107) 
107 F0RMAT(34H STEPSIZE BELOW ONE - CHANGED TO 1) 
STEPSZ = 1 
108 IF((PARTCD.LE.0).OR.(PARTCD.GT.80))PARTCD=80 
С - -
С READ THE CRITERION LIST 
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с 
120 NCRTBI^ l 
ICRTBL = 1 
130 READ(2I140)END=141)(IN(I),I=1,11) 
140 F0RMAT(11I7) 
141 DO 150 1 = 1 , 11 
IF( IN(I) .EQ. -1 ) GO ТО 160 
CRTBL(NCRTBL) = IN(I) 
NCRTBL = NCRTBL + 1 
IF( NCRTBL .LE. 20 ) GO ТО 150 
WRITE(6, 144) 
144 FORMAT(40H TOO MANY CRITERIA - ALL OVER 20 IGNORED) 
GO TO 160 
150 CONTINUE 
GO TO 130 
с -
С READ THE CODE LIST 
C- -
160 NCODES=0 
170 READ(2)140,END=171)(IN(I),I=1.11) 
171 DO 180 I = 1, 11 
IF( IN(I) .EQ. -1 ) GO TO 190 
NCODES = NCODES + 1 
CODES(NCODES) = IN(I) 
IF( NCODES .LE. 20 ) GO TO 180 
WRITECö, 174) 
174 FORMAT(37H TOO MANY CODES - ALL OVER 20 IGNORED) 
GO TO 190 
180 CONTINUE 
GO TO 170 
190 CODES(NC0DES+1)=-1 
COLS(25) = 0 
NCARDS = 1 
IHIBD = 25 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 1 ) IHIBD = 17 
DO 196 I = 1, IHIBD, 8 
READ(2, 192,END=210) (IN(K), К =1, 7) 
192 F0RMAT(7I3) 
COLS(I) = 0 
DO 194 J = 1, 7 
N = IN(J) 
IF( N .EQ. 0 ) GO TO 196 
IF( N .GT. 80 .AND. NCARDS .EQ. 1 ) NCARDS = 2 
IF( N .GT. 160 ) NCARDS = 3 
COLS(I) = COLS(I) + 1 
ISUB = I + J 
COLS(ISUB) = N 
194 CONTINUE 
196 CONTINUE 
GO TO 210 
С 
С REWIND THE DATA SET TO ANALYZE IT WITH TJÍE NEXT CRITERION 
С 
205 TIME1=.FALSE. 
REWIND 3 
ECHO = О 
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с 
С INITIALIZE VARIOUS STUFF 
с - -
210 TAHGET=CRTBL(ICRTBL) 
ICRTBL = ICRTBL + 1 
CRDCOL =81 
NUMREC = 0 
MAXLAG = STEPSZ * NSTEPS 
IF( MAXLAG .LE. 800 ) GO TO 230 
WRITE(6, 220) 
220 F0RMAT(39H MAXIMUM LAG TOO LARGE - CHANGED TO 800) 
MAXLAG = 800 
NSTEPS = 800 
STEPSZ = 1 
230 ENDFIL=.FALSE. 
ENDTRL = .FALSE. 
TRIALS = 0 
TIME = 0 
TMLEFT = 0 
NCPL1 = NCODES + 1 
MLPL1 = MAXLAG + 1 
DO 310 1 = 1 , MLPL1 
DO 300 J = 1, NCPL1 
FREQ(I, J) = 0 
300 CONTINUE 
310 CONTINUE 
c--- - -
С OUTPUT A RECORD OF OPTIONS SELECTED 
С -
WRITE(6, 400) (TITLE(I), I = 1, 80) 
400 FORMATQH , 80A1) 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 1 ) WRITE(6, 401) 
401 F0RMAT(50H ***** EVENT SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS - REVISION *C* OF, 
1 17H 20 JUNE 80 *****) 
IF( ANALTY .EQ. 2 ) WRITE(6, 402) 
402 F0RMAT(5H TIME) 
IF( INTYPE .EQ. 0 ) WRITE(6, 411) 
411 FORMAT(38H EOT CARDS NOT COUNTED AS OBSERVATIONS) 
IF( INTYPE .NE. О ) WRITECô, 412) 
412 F0RMAT(34H EOT CARDS COUNTED AS OBSERVATIONS) 
IF( LAGTYPE .EQ. 1 ) ШТЕСб, 421) 
421 FORMAT(33H LAG FROM ONSET OF CRITERIUM ONLY) 
IF( LAGTYPE .EQ. 2 ) WRITE(6, 422) 
422 FORMAT(42H LAG FROM ALL OCCURRENCES OF THE CRITERION) 
IF( LAGTYPE .EQ. 3 ) WRITE(6, 423) 
423 F0RMAT(38H LAG FROM OFFSET OF THE CRITERION ONLY) 
WRITE(6, 430) NSTEPS, STEPSZ 
430 F0RMAT(5H LAG , 14, 16H STEPS OF SIZE , 13) 
IF( CUMTYP .NE. 0 ) WRITE(6, 440) STEPSZ 
440 F0RMAT(21H ACCUMALATE PREVIOUS , 13, 22H STEPS PER OUTPUT LINE) 
WRITE(6, 450) ENDCOD 
450 F0RMAT(23H END OF TRIAL CODE = , 17) 
WRITE(6, 460) EOFMRK 
460 F0RMAT(23H END OF SESSION CODE = , 17) 
WRITE(6, 470) TARGET 
470 F0RMAT(23H CRITERION SELECTED = , 17) 
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WRITECô, 478) 
478 F0RMAT(25H LIST OF CODES SELECTED..) 
WRITECô, 480) (CODES(I), 1 = 1 , NCODES) 
480 F0RMAT(1H, 1117) 
IF( UNTYPE .EQ. 0 ) WRITECô, 481) 
481 F0RMAT(51H INPUT FOLLOWS CONTROL INFORMATION CARDS ON *INPUT*) 
IF( UNTYPE .NE. 0 ) WRITE(6, 482) 
482 FORMAT(27H INPUT FOUND ON FILE *DATA*) 
N = COLS(l) + 1 
WRITE(6, 200) (COLS(I), I = 2, N) 
N = C0LS(9) + 9 
WRITE(6, 201) (COLS(I), I = 10, N) 
N = C0LS(17) + 17 
WRITE(6, 202) (COLS(I), I = 18, N) 
N = COLS(25) + 25 
IF( COLS(25) .NE. 0 ) WRITE(6, 203) (COLS(I), I = 26, N) 
N = (PARTCD + 79) / PARTCD 
IF( PARTCD .LT. 80 ) WRITE(6, 250) N, PARTCD 
250 F0RMAT(I3, 28H OBSERVATIONS PER CARD WITH, 13, 
1 24H COLUMNS PER OBSERVATION) 
200 F0RMAT(24H CRITERION COLUMNS = , 714) 
201 F0RMAT(24H CODE COLUMNS = , 714) 
202 F0RMAT(24H END OF TRIAL COLUMNS = , 714) 
203 F0RMAT(24H DURATIONS COLUMNS = , 714) 
IF( ECHO .NE. 0 ) WRITE(6, 490) 
490 F0RMAT(/,34H CRITERION CODE EOT DELAY) 
RETURN 
END 
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APPENDIX I: ILLUSTRATION OF THE COMMENTING TASK 
Couple 463-464 
Dutch Version 
Husband Wife 
(zo die hand onder de kin eh is (nou zit ie met ζ'η hand zo aan 
dat...herken je dat?)ja... z'n mond) hm..hm (beetje te pluk­
je herken ik wel (wat be- ken zo valt mij op) mm...is 't 
tekent dat? In wat voor situa- begin beetje zenuwachtig 
ties doet ze dat?) In deze ...ik heb 't gevoel we waren ont-
situatie vind ik het helemaal zettend gespannen (kun je wat 
niet storend... duidelijker praten?) oh sorry ja 
(maar in wat voor soort van 
situaties doet ze dat typisch? 
is ze nou gespannen of zo?) ja 
een beetje moeilijk...als ze de 
situatie inderdaad een beetje 
moeilijk vind (jaja) (nog steeds een beetje plukken 
ja dat vind ik een beetje moei- heh?) beetje onwennig denk ik... 
lijk (wat vind je?) 't komt wat ...(wenkbrauwen omhoog) ja..we 
als afzetten over..nu dus heel praten allemaal...eh...'t oude 
zwakjes (dat zo een beetje met straatje ('t is net een oude 
het hoofd nee schudden?) ja film?) ja (wat draagt 't dan 
(en 't hoofd weg eh) ja...ja over?) ja 't misschien meer be­
nadrukken (ja) denk ik... 
Husband 
English Version 
Wife 
(the hand under the chin... 
uhm...do you recognize it?) 
yes...I recognize it (what does 
it mean? in what sort of 
situation does she do that?) in 
this situation it doesn't bother 
me at all... 
(but in which type of 
situation does she do that 
typically? Is she now sort of 
tense?) yes, difficult, a bit... 
if indeed the situation is a bit 
difficult for her (yes,yes) yes, 
that's a bit difficult (what do 
you think?) it comes across a 
bit as protest...well just 
weakly (there when she shakes 
her head "no"?) yes (and her 
head away eh) yes...yes 
(now he has his hand up against 
his mouth) hra...hm (pulling at 
it, that strikes me) mm...it's 
the beginning...a bit nervous... 
I have the feeling we were tense 
(could you speak more clearly?) 
oh, I'm sorry, yes... 
(still pulling a bit, isn't he?) 
he does not feel at home I think 
(raised eyebrows) yes... 
we all talk...eh...the same old 
song (it's as if it's an old 
reel?) yes (what comes across?) 
yes may be placing more 
emphasis (yes)...I think so... 
the text between brackets is spoken by the experimenter 
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APPENDIX J: TABLES FOR FREQUENTIAL ANALYSIS. 
TABLE 1 
Results of the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test on the 
Content Codes of Husbands and Wives 
Husband Wife Wilcoxon 
Content Code Ties 
Number Mean Number Mean ζ sign. 
Humor 
Laugh 
Agree 
Approve 
Accept Responsibility 
Assent 
Compliance 
Normative 
Problem Description 
Question 
Negative Solution 
Positive Solution 
Talk 
Command 
Disagree 
Deny Responsibility 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
Interrupt 
No Response 
Features 
9 
2 
0 
β 
7 
0 
7 
14 
0 
0 
9 
0 
0 
9 
0 
7 
7 
8 
13 
1 
0 
0 
0 
11 
11 
12 
10 
10 
10 
12 
7 
17 
12 
5 
15 
18 
11 
12 
10 
10 
6 
7 
9 
16 
14 
17 
10.41 
13.09 
11.75 
7.45 
8.70 
15.10 
10.88 
6.57 
13.76 
16.04 
12.20 
14.20 
14.83 
9.68 
15.58 
11.05 
11.05 
11.50 
9.14 
10.78 
13.13 
15.79 
14.79 
7 
14 
15 
9 
10 
17 
8 
6 
10 
15 
13 
12 
9 
7 
15 
10 
10 
13 
7 
17 
11 
13 
10 
8.07 
12.93 
15.80 
12.83 
12.30 
13.35 
9.94 
7.50 
14.40 
12.37 
8.46 
13.38 
12.33 
9.21 
12.73 
9.95 
9.95 
9.31 
5.86 
14.94 
15.27 
12.08 
12.65 
-1.26 
-0.49 
-1.15 
-0.82 
-0.67 
-0.91 
-0.95 
-0.03 
-1.08 
-0.08 
-1.06 
-0.68 
-1.87 
-0.91 
-0.04 
-0.20 
-0.20 
-1.04 
-0.72 
-1.99 
-0.50 
-0.76 
-1.50 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η. s. 
η.s. 
η. s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
ρ<.06 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
η. s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
ρ<.05 
η. s. 
η.s. 
η.s. 
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TABLE 2 
Results of the Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Test on the Content 
Codes of the Habituation Phase and Marital Problem Discussion 
Content 
Humor 
Laugh 
Agree 
Approve 
Codes 
Accept Responsibility 
Assent 
Compliance 
Normative 
Problem Description 
Question 
Negative Solution 
Positive Solution 
Talk 
Command 
Disagree 
Deny Responsibility 
Complain 
Criticize 
Excuse 
Put Down 
Interrupt 
No Response 
Features 
Ties 
21 
4 
0 
24 
19 
0 
26 
28 
0 
1 
24 
3 
1 
25 
0 
18 
26 
20 
35 
13 
1 
3 
0 
Habituation 
Number Mean 
13 
30 
28 
3 
5 
33 
8 
7 
42 
31 
0 
2 
27 
9 
6 
3 
1 
1 
0 
2 
10 
23 
19 
20.65 
31.08 
28.77 
23.33 
12.80 
31.64 
21.38 
18.71 
30.62 
33.55 
0.0 
23.50 
27.67 
19.56 
6.33 
20.67 
9.00 
10.00 
0.0 
11.50 
31.70 
27.80 
30.87 
M. 
Numb e 
20 
20 
26 
27 
30 
21 
20 
19 
12 
22 
30 
49 
26 
20 
48 
33 
27 
33 
19 
31 
43 
28 
35 
P.D. 
r Mean 
14.63 
17.13 
26.13 
14.63 
18.07 
21.00 
11.75 
11.58 
16.58 
17.77 
15.50 
26.10 
26.21 
12.95 
30.15 
18.30 
14.70 
17.73 
10.00 
21.49 
25.91 
24.52 
25.67 
Wilcoxon 
ζ 
-0.24 
-2.84 
-0.54 
-3.34 
-4.11 
-2.59 
-0.72 
-1.13 
-4.68 
-2.87 
-4.78 
-5.77 
-0.30 
-0.89 
-6.06 
-4.25 
-4.41 
-3.82 
-3.82 
-5.28 
-3.52 
-0.22 
-1.34 
sign. 
n.s. 
p<.004 
n.s 
p<.001 
p<.000 
p<.01 
n.s. 
n.s. 
p<.000 
p<.004 
p<.000 
p<.000 
n.s. 
n.s. 
p<.000 
p<.000 
p<.000 
p<.000 
p<.000 
p<.000 
p<.000 
n.s. 
n.s. 
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APPENDIX К: TABLES FOR THE SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS 
(DESCRIPTIVE SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS) 
The tables 1-30 in this Appendix comprise the significant 
results of all sequential analyses with all MICS-categories (plus 
PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES) each time as the criterion, and all 
MICS-categories as the behaviors. Behaviors included in this table 
have a significantly (i.e., z-score > 1.96) higher probability of 
occurrence at a particular lag from the criterion than the 
baserate or unconditional probability. Only behaviors that have en 
increased probability are included. Behaviors that are suppressed 
are not included in the tables in this Appendix. The reader is 
referred to SCHAAP & DRIESSEN (1982) for this information. 
Each table presents the significant results for a particular 
group of couples; first for the husband, then for the wife, with 
the behaviors at lag-3, lag-2, lag-1, lag 1, lag 2, and lag 3. The 
frequency of the criterion behavior is indicated in between brack­
ets. The z-score and p-value is indicated underneath each 
behavior (plus identification of the speaker; H=Husband, W=Wife). 
CONS = CONSENTING DISS = DISSENTING. NAGG = NAGGING JOKI = JOKING 
SOLL = CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION DESC = DESCRIBING BLUR = BLURP-
ING (Talk) INTR = INTERRUPTING PAUS = PAUSING (No Response) PFEA = 
PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES SPEA = any category delivered by the 
'speaker' of the criterion behavior 
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TABLE 1 
Sequentia l Analysis of MICS-categories with CONSENTING as the 
C r i t e r i o n (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM H CONS( 592) 
LAG-l LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 7.9 Z: 5.6 Z: 27.9 
P: 0.33 P: 0.62 P: 0.66 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 13.2 Z: 4.3 Z: 3.0 
P: 0.41 P: 0.60 P: 0.25 
W INTR W SOLL 
Ζ: 4.0 Ζ: 6.3 
Ρ: 0.05 Ρ: 0.06 
W SOLL 
Ζ: 4.0 
Ρ: 0.04 
W PAUS 
Ζ: 3.5 
Ρ: 0.04 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W C0NS( 527) 
LAG-2 LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC SPEA H DESC 
Z: 11.0 Z: 5.1 Z: 27.8 
P: 0.37 P: 0.61 P: 0.65 
H DESC SPEA H DESC 
Z: 17.9 Z: 7.1 Z: 8.6 
P: 0.49 P: 0.65 P: 0.33 
H SOLL H PAUS H SOLL 
Z: 3.2 Z: 2.9 Z: 8.9 
P: 0.04 P: 0.03 P: 0.07 
H SOLL 
Z: 7.3 
P: 0.06 
H SOLL 
Z: 3.5 
P: 0.04 
H PFEA 
Z: 2.7 
P: 0.03 
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TABLE 2 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with CONSENTING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H CONS( 259) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 6.0 Z: 2.8 Z: 17.5 
P: 0.29 P: 0.58 P: 0.55 
W NAGG 
Z: 5.0 
P: 0.12 
W DESC 
Z: 10.7 
P: 0 . 4 0 
W NAGG 
Z: 3 . 0 
P: 0 .09 
Z: 
P: 
SPEA 
5 . 3 
0 .66 
W DESC 
Z: 4 . 1 
P: 0 .25 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W CONS( 408) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC H INTR H DESC 
Z: 8.0 Z: 5.4 Z: 19.6 
P: 0.35 P: 0.07 P: 0.58 
H DESC SPEA H DESC 
Z: 11.1 Z: 4.3 Z: 4.0 
P: 0.41 P: 0.61 P: 0.27 
SPEA H NAGG 
Z: 4.9 Z: 6.4 
P: 0.62 P: 0.10 
H NAGG H BLUR H NAGG 
Z: 3.8 Z: 2.5 Z: 2.5 
P: 0.07 P: 0.06 P: 0.06 
H PAUS 
Ζ: 2.4 
Ρ: 0.04 
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TABLE 3 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with CONSENTING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H CONS( 327) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC W INTR W DESC 
Z: 4.3 Z: 2.1 Z: 17.5 
P: 0.24 P: 0.06 P: 0.51 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 10.2 Z: 2.4 Z: 3.0 
P: 0.36 P: 0.56 P: 0.22 
W NAGG 
Z: 5 . 1 
P : 0 . 1 3 
W SOLL 
Ζ: 2 . 5 
Ρ: 0 . 0 2 
W NAGG 
Z: 3 . 3 
P : 0 . 1 1 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W C0NS( 440) 
LAG-2 LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC H PAUS H DESC 
Z: 6.6 Z: 3.0 Z: 23.5 
P: 0.29 P: 0.03 P: 0.60 
H DESC H PAUS H DESC 
Z: 12.1 Z: 2.2 Z: 5.1 
P: 0.39 P: 0.03 P: 0.26 
SPEA H SOLL 
Z: 2.7 Z: 3.6 
P: 0.57 P: 0.03 
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TABLE 4 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with DISSTENTING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H DISS( 83) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W NAGG W SOLL W NAGG 
Z: 2.8 Z: 4.1 Z: 7.5 
P: 0.05 P: 0.08 P: 0.11 
W DISS W INTR 
Z: 3.5 Z: 2.6 
P: 0.08 P: 0.07 
W INTR 
Z: 3.3 
P: 0.08 
W DESC 
Z: 4.2 
P: 0.38 
W INTR W DISS 
Z: 2.6 Z: 2.1 
P: 0.07 P: 0.06 
W PAUS W DISS 
Z: 3.0 Z: 2.8 
P: 0.06 P: 0.07 
W PFEA 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.05 
W BLUR 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.07 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W DISS( 102) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
NAGG 
3.6 
0.05 
DESC 
2.7 
0.29 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DISS 
2.1 
0.05 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
NAGG 
6.4 
0.08 
DESC 
5.9 
0.41 
SOLL 
3.6 
0.07 
DISS 
3.5 
0.07 
Η DISS 
?: 2.8 
Ρ: 0.06 
SPEA 
Ζ: 2.0 
Ρ: 0.59 
Η INTR Η BLUR 
Ζ: 5.2 Ζ: 2.8 
Ρ: 0.09 Ρ: 0.12 
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TABLE 5 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with DISSENTING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H DISS( 212) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W NAGG W DISS W NAGG 
Z: 2.9 Z: 4.2 Z: 9.4 
P: 0.09 P: 0.12 P: 0.19 
W DISS W DISS 
Z: 3.0 Z: 3.9 
P: 0.10 P: 0.11 
W SOLL W INTR W DESC 
Z: 2.9 Z: 2.4 Z: 5.4 
P: 0.04 P: 0.05 P: 0.29 
W NAGG 
Z: 3.2 
P: 0.10 
w 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
DISS 
3.3 
0.10 
SOLL 
2.9 
0.04 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W DISS( 211) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H NAGG H DISS H NAGG 
Z: 2.9 Z: 3.9 Z: 7.6 
P: 0.08 P: 0.11 P: 0.14 
H DISS H DISS H NAGG 
Z: 3.3 Z: 4.2 Z: 2.9 
P: 0.10 P: 0.12 P: 0.08 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DE SC 
6.8 
0.38 
DISS 
3.0 
0.10 
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TABLE 6 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with DISSENTING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H DISS( 280) 
LAG-2 LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DISS W INTR W NAGG 
Z: 3.3 Z: 5.5 Z: 7.2 
P: 0.09 P: 0.11 P: 0.17 
W DISS W DISS SPEA 
Z: 4.9 Z: 3.6 Z: 2.6 
P: 0.11 P: 0.09 P: 0.57 
W DISS W DESC 
Z: 5.5 Z: 6.9 
P: 0.12 P: 0.31 
W NAGG W INTR 
Z: 3.8 Z: 3.1 
P: 0.12 P: 0.08 
W NAGG W DISS 
Z: 2.9 Z: 3.8 
P: 0.11 P: 0.09 
W INTR W NAGG 
Z: 2.8 Z: 2.9 
P: 0.07 P: 0.11 
tf JOKI 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.03 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W DISS( 227) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DISS H NAGG 
Z: 3.5 Z: 6.8 
P: 0.11 P: 0.13 
H DISS H DISS H DISS 
Z: 3.8 Z: 5.5 Z: 3.2 
P: 0.12 P: 0.14 P: 0.11 
H INTR 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.07 
H DESC 
Z: 5.3 
P: 0.31 
H DISS 
Z: 4.9 
P: 0.14 
H SOLL 
Ζ: 4.8 
Ρ: 0.05 
Η INTR Η INTR Η NAGG 
Ζ: 2.4 Ζ: 3.1 Ζ: 2.0 
Ρ: 0.07 Ρ: 0.08 Ρ: 0.07 
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TABLE 7 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with NAGGING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM H NAGG( 48) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W NAGG W JOKI 
Z: 5.5 Z: 2.5 
P: 0.10 P: 0.08 
W DISS W BLUR W DISS 
Z: 6.4 Z: 3.3 Z: 3.6 
P: 0.17 P: 0.10 P: 0.10 
W BLUR 
Z: 2.4 
P: 0.08 
W INTR W NAGG 
Z: 3.4 Z: 3.0 
P: 0.10 P: 0.06 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W NAGG( 58) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H NAGG 
Z: 3.0 
P: 0.05 
H DISS H NAGG H DISS 
Z: 7.5 Z: 5.5 Z: 2.7 
P: 0.16 P: 0.09 P: 0.07 
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TABLE 8 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-categories with NAGGING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
W DISS 
Z: 3.0 
P: 0.11 
W CONS 
Z: 2.6 
P: 0.17 
LAG-3 
LAG-2 
SPEA 
Z: 2.3 
P: 0.59 
LAG-2 
CRITERIUM 
LAG-1 
W CONS 
Z: 3.9 
P: 0.20 
CRITERIUM 
LAG-1 
H 
W 
NAGG( 145) 
LAG 1 
W DISS 
Z: 7.7 
P: 0.19 
W CONS 
Z: 6.7 
P: 0.27 
W INTR 
Z: 2.0 
P: 0.05 
NAGG( 202) 
LAG 1 
LAG 2 
W 
Z: 
P: 
Z: 
P: 
JOK I 
2.4 
0.03 
SPEA 
2.3 
0.59 
LAG 2 
LAG 3 
W NAGG 
Z: 3.2 
P: 0.11 
W DISS 
Z: 3.1 
P: 0.11 
LAG 3 
H NAGG H DISS H CONS 
Z: 3.1 Z: 3.2 Z: 3.1 
P: 0.08 P: 0.10 P: 0.12 
Ή DISS 
Z: 9.4 
P: 0.20 
Η DISS 
Z: 2.9 
P: 0.10 
Η CONS 
Z: 5.1 
P: 0.15 
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TABLE 9 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with NAGGING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H NAGG( 189) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DISS W NAGG W NAGG 
Z: 2.0 Z: 3.5 Z: 6.1 
P: 0.08 P: 0.13 P: 0.17 
tf INTR W SOLL W SOLL 
Ζ: 7.8 Ζ: 4.3 Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.15 Ρ: 0.04 Ρ: 0.03 
W INTR W BLUR 
Ζ: 3.0 Ζ: 3.7 
Ρ: 0.08 Ρ: 0.11 
W DISS W BLUR 
Ζ: 6.9 Ζ: 3.4 
Ρ: 0.15 Ρ: 0.10 
W NAGG W NAGG 
Ζ: 4.4 Ζ: 2.6 
Ρ: 0.14 Ρ: 0.11 
W BLUR 
Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.08 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM W NAGG( 306) 
LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H INTR H NAGG 
Ζ: 4.1 Ζ: 4.3 
Ρ: 0.08 Ρ: 0.09 
Η INTR Η NAGG SPEA 
Ζ: 8.8 Ζ: 3.4 Ζ: 2.2 
Ρ: 0.14 Ρ: 0.08 Ρ: 0.57 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DISS 
2.8 
0.10 
NAGG 
2.5 
0.07 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DISS 
3.8 
0.11 
CONS 
3.3 
0.12 
Η DISS 
Ζ: 7.2 
Ρ: 0.15 
Η NAGG 
Ζ: 6.1 
Ρ: 0.11 
Η CONS 
Ζ: 5.2 
Ρ: 0.14 
Η DISS 
Ζ: 2.8 
Ρ: 0.10 
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TABLE 10 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with JOKING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H J0KI( 107) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W JOKI W JOKI W JOKI 
Z: 3.2 Z: 2.6 Z: 4.4 
P: 0.08 P: 0.06 P: 0.09 
W JOKI W JOKI W DESC 
Z: 6.2 Z: 4.4 Z: 2.6 
P: 0.12 P: 0.09 P: 0.30 
w 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
PAUS 
3 . 2 
0 .06 
DESC 
2 . 1 
0 . 2 8 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W J0KI( 112) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H SOLL H JOKI H JOKI 
Ζ: 2.7 Ζ: 4.4 Ζ: 6.2 
Ρ: 0.05 Ρ: 0.09 Ρ: 0.12 
Η JOKI Η JOKI Η JOKI 
Ζ: 4.4 Ζ: 2.6 Ζ: 3.2 
Ρ: 0.09 Ρ: 0.06 Ρ: 0.07 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
SPEA 
2 . 4 
0 . 6 1 
Η NAGG 
Ζ: 2 .5 
Ρ: 0 .04 
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TABLE 11 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with JOKING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
W JOKI 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.05 
LAG-3 
LAG-
LAG-
•2 
-2 
CRITERIUM 
LAG-1 
W JOKI 
Z: 12.1 
P: 0.22 
H J0KI( 39) 
LAG 1 
W JOKI 
Z: 15.0 
P: 0.27 
CRITERIUM W J0KI( 45) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 
LAG 2 
W JOKI 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.05 
LAG 2 
LAG 3 
tf JOKI 
Z: 10.8 
P: 0.20 
LAG 3 
H JOKI 
Z: 10.7 
P: 0.16 
H PAUS 
Ζ: 2.5 
Ρ: 0.08 
Η JOKI 
Ζ: 14.9 
Ρ: 0.22 
Η JOKI 
Ζ: 12.2 
Ρ: 0.19 
Η JOKI 
Ζ: 2.2 
Ρ: 0.04 
Η SOLL Η NAGG 
Ζ: 2.2 Ζ: 2.4 
Ρ: 0.06 Ρ: 0.10 
Η JOKI 
Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.04 
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TABLE 12 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with JOKING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
CRITERIUM H JOKI( 80) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA W JOKI W JOKI W JOKI W JOKI W DESC 
Z: 2.2 Z: 2.8 Z: 4.7 Z: 7.6 Z: 5.7 Z: 2.3 
P: 0.62 P: 0.05 P: 0.08 P: 0.11 P: 0.09 P: 0.25 
W PAUS SPEA 
Z: 2.6 Z: 2.5 
P: 0.05 P: 0.64 
CRITERIUM W J0KI( 64) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H JOKI H JOKI H JOKI H JOKI 
Z: 5.7 Z: 7.7 Z: 4.8 Z: 2.9 
P: 0.11 P: 0.14 P: 0.09 P: 0.06 
H DISS 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.12 
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TABLE 13 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with CONTRIBUTING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H S0LL( 79) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 3.7 Z: 3.0 Z: 7.7 
P: 0.26 P: 0.67 P: 0.40 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 9.4 Z: 2.3 Z: 3.3 
P: 0.46 P: 0.63 P: 0.24 
W BLUR 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.07 
tf DISS 
Z: 3.6 
P: 0.09 
W JOKI 
Z: 2.7 
P: 0.07 
W SOLL 
Ζ: 2.6 
Ρ: 0.06 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W S0LL( 87) 
LAG-2 LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H SOLL 
Ζ: 2.6 
Ρ: 0.06 
Η C0NS 
Ζ: 4.2 
Ρ: 0.29 
Η CONS Η DISS Η PFEA 
Ζ: 6.8 Ζ: 4.1 Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.39 Ρ: 0.08 Ρ: 0.05 
Η PAUS 
Ζ: 2.9 
Ρ: 0.06 
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TABLE 14 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with CONTRIBUTING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
CRITERIUM H SOLL( 76) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
Z: 
P: 
SPEA 
2.2 
0.62 
W PFEA 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.06 
W INTR 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.06 
W INTR 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.06 
W JOKI 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.04 
CRITERIUM W SOLL( 68) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H INTR SPEA 
Z: 2.4 Z: 2.0 
P: 0.08 P: 0.63 
H BLUR 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.09 
SPEA 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.63 
H DISS 
Z: 2.9 
P: 0.13 
H DISS 
Z: 2.9 
P: 0.13 
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TABLE 15 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with CONTRIBUTING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
CRITERIUM H S0LL( 61) 
LAG-3 UG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W BLUR W DISS 
Z: 3.4 Z: 4.8 
P: 0.14 P: 0.18 
W CONS 
Z: 3.7 
P: 0.23 
CRITERIUM W S0LL( 51) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H NAGG H NAGG 
Z: 2.2 Z: 4.3 
P: 0.10 P: 0.16 
H CONS 
Z: 2.0 
P: 0.14 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
INTR 
5 . 1 
0 . 1 8 
CONS 
2 . 5 
0 .16 
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TABLE 16 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with DESCRIBING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H DESC( 792) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 8.4 Z: 8.4 Z: 17.4 
P: 0.22 P: 0.65 P: 0.32 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 26.8 Z: 6.4 Z: 10.6 
P: 0.43 P: 0.62 P: 0.25 
w Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
BLUR 
4.6 
0.05 
PFEA 
2.7 
0.03 
W 
Z: 
P: 
V 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
INTR 
8.0 
0.07 
DISS 
5.4 
0.05 
PFEA 
4.0 
0.04 
W 
Z: 
P: 
BLUR 
3.3 
0.05 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
DISS 
2.5 
0.04 
PFEA 
2.2 
0.03 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W DESCO 855) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H CONS SPEA H CONS 
Z: 2.9 Z: 5.4 Z: 12.8 
P: 0.17 P: 0.59 P: 0.29 
H CONS H BLUR H CONS 
Z: 27.0 Z: 6.7 Z: 7.6 
P: 0.46 P: 0.10 P: 0.23 
H JOKI H INTR H BLUR 
Z: 2.4 Z: 3.0 Z: 6.3 
P: 0.04 P: 0.04 P: 0.10 
H INTR SPEA 
Z: 10.2 Z: 6.5 
P: 0.07 P: 0.60 
H DISS 
Z: 3.8 
P: 0.04 
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TABLE 17 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with DESCRIBING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H DESC( 771) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 3.7 Z: 6.5 Z:10.5 
P: 0.14 P: 0.62 P: 0.22 
W CONS SPEA W CONS 
Z: 18.6 Z: 6.8 Z: 7.6 
P: 0.31 P: 0.62 P: 0.19 
W INTR W BLUR 
Z: 2.4 Z: 4.1 
P: 0.04 P: 0.06 
W INTR 
Z: 7.9 
P: 0.06 
W INTR 
Z: 2.9 
P: 0.04 
W DISS 
Z: 6.3 
P: 0.10 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W DESC( 627) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H CONS SPEA H CONS 
Z: 3.9 Z: 4.1 Z: 10.2 
P: 0.10 P: 0.58 P: 0.17 
H CONS SPEA H CONS 
Z: 16.7 Z: 6.2 Z: 5.7 
P: 0.23 P: 0.62 P: 0.12 
H INTR H BLUR 
Z: 2.4 Z: 4.6 
P: 0.04 P: 0.07 
H INTR 
Z: 11.4 
P: 0.10 
H INTR 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.04 
H DISS 
Z: 5.1 
P: 0.10 
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TABLE 18 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with DESCRIBING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
W CONS 
Z: 4.9 
P: 0.14 
LAG-3 
H CONS 
Z: 2.8 
P: 0.09 
H JOKI 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.03 
LAG-2 
SPEA 
Z: 3.3 
P: 0.55 
W INTR 
Z: 3.0 
P: 0.06 
LAG-2 
CRITERIUM 
LAG-1 
W CONS 
Z: 11.6 
P: 0.21 
W BLUR 
Z: 8.7 
P: 0.12 
CRITERIUM 
LAG-1 
H CONS 
Z: 9.7 
P: 0.16 
H BLUR 
Z: 8.5 
P: 0.12 
H DESC( 827) 
LAG 1 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
C0NS 
22.5 
0.31 
INTR 
12.2 
0.12 
DISS 
5.0 
0.08 
W DESC( 752) 
LAG 1 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
CONS 
16.6 
0.22 
INTR 
9.1 
0.10 
DISS 
6.5 
0.11 
PFEA 
3.6 
0.04 
BLUR 
2.0 
0.07 
LAG 2 
tf 
Z: 
P: 
Z: 
P: 
BLUR 
5.9 
0.10 
SPEA 
2.8 
0.54 
LAG 2 
Z: 
P: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
SPEA 
2.7 
0.55 
BLUR 
2.2 
0.07 
LAG 3 
W CONS 
Z: 6.2 
P: 0.15 
LAG 3 
Η CONS 
Z: 4.2 
P: 0.11 
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TABLE 19 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with BLURPING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H BLUR( 227) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA W DESC SPEA 
Z: 3.5 Z: 7.3 Z: 6.4 
P: 0.62 P: 0.39 P: 0.72 
W DESC SPEA W DESC 
Z: 6.8 Z: 4.0 Z: 2.0 
P: 0.38 P: 0.64 P: 0.25 
W DISS 
Z: 2.8 
P: 0.05 
W INTR 
Z: 6.2 
P: 0.09 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W BLUR( 116) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC SPEA 
Z: 3.5 Z: 2.4 
P: 0.31 P: 0.61 
H INTR H BLUR H SOLL 
Ζ: 6.7 Ζ: 2.0 Ζ: 2.6 
Ρ: 0.11 Ρ: 0.09 Ρ: 0.05 
Η NAGG 
Ζ: 3.2 
Ρ: 0.04 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DESC 
5.1 
0.37 
DISS 
2.5 
0.05 
NAGG 
2.4 
0.03 
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TABLE 20 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with BLURPING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
CRITERIUM H BLUR( 148) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W CONS 
Z: 2.6 
P: 0.17 
w 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
INTR 
6.9 
0.11 
DESC 
4.8 
0.30 
SOLL 
2.2 
0.04 
CRITERIUM W BLUR( 144) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H INTR H INTR H PAUS 
Ζ: 2.6 Ζ: 6.6 Ζ: 2.3 
Ρ: 0.06 Ρ: 0.12 Ρ: 0.05 
Η DESC 
Ζ: 4.5 
Ρ: 0.34 
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TABLE 21 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with BLURPING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
CRITERIUM H BLURC 258) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC SPEA 
Z: 2.3 Z: 2.3 
P: 0.21 P: 0.57 
W DESC W PAUS 
Ζ: 8.9 Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.36 Ρ: 0.03 
W DESC 
Ζ: 2.1 
Ρ: 0.20 
W INTR 
Ζ: 5.1 
Ρ: 0.10 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W BLUR( 244) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H PFEA H DESC SPEA 
Z: 2.0 Z: 6.2 Z: 5.4 
P: 0.04 P: 0.32 P: 0.68 
H NAGG H NAGG 
Z: 3.3 Z: 2.0 
P: 0.08 P: 0.06 
H PFEA 
Z: 2.0 
P: 0.04 
H DESC 
Z: 9.3 
P: 0.40 
H INTR 
Z: 5.7 
P: 0.11 
H NAGG 
Z: 3.7 
P: 0.09 
H SOLL 
Z: 3.3 
P: 0.04 
Z: 
P: 
SPEA 
3.1 
0.60 
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TABLE 22 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with INTERRUPTING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H INTR( 92) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC W DISS W DESC 
Z: 2.1 Z: 5.3 Z: 11.3 
P: 0.29 P: 0.11 P: 0.67 
SPEA W INTR SPEA 
Z: 9.1 Z: 4.3 Z: 2.6 
P: 0.98 P: 0.10 P: 0.64 
W INTR W BLUR 
Z: 3.0 Z: 6.6 
P: 0.08 P: 0.14 
W DESC 
Z: 3.2 
P: 0.33 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W INTR( 112) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
INTR 
4.3 
0.08 
PFEA 
3.0 
0.05 
DISS 
2.6 
0.05 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DESC 
8.8 
0.50 
BLUR 
6.3 
0.19 
NAGG 
3.4 
0.04 
DISS 
2.6 
0.05 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
SPEA 
10.4 
0.98 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
CONS 
4.2 
0.27 
DISS 
3.3 
0.06 
INTR 
3.0 
0.06 
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TABLE 23 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with INTERRUPTING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H INTR( 109) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC 
Z: 2.3 
P: 0.24 
W DESC 
Z: 12.2 
P: 0.58 
SPEA W CONS W BLUR 
Z: 10.0 Z: 5.6 Z: 2.6 
P: 0.97 P: 0.26 P: 0.08 
W BLUR 
Z: 6.6 
P: 0.16 
W DESC SPEA 
Z: 2.5 Z: 2.3 
P: 0.25 P: 0.61 
W SOLL 
Ζ: 2.3 
Ρ: 0.05 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W INTR( 92) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC 
Z: 3.3 
P: 0.33 
H SOLL 
Z: 2.5 
P: 0.06 
H 
Z: 
P: 
H 
Z: 
P: 
H 
Z: 
P: 
H 
Z: 
P: 
DESC 
8.7 
0.55 
BLUR 
7.0 
0.17 
SOLL 
2.5 
0.05 
NAGG 
2.0 
0.08 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
SPEA 
9.3 
0.99 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DESC 
2.7 
0.30 
DISS 
2.4 
0.11 
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TABLE 24 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with INTERRUPTING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H INTR( 186) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W INTR W DESC 
Z: 5.6 Z: 9.7 
P: 0.12 P: 0.41 
SPEA W NAGG 
Z: 13.0 Z: 4.1 
P: 0.97 P: 0.14 
W DISS 
Z: 3.1 
P: 0.10 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
NAGG 
8.9 
0.22 
BLUR 
5.7 
0.14 
SOLL 
5.0 
0.05 
DISS 
2.5 
0.09 
W INTR 
Z: 2.3 
P: 0.07 
W DISS 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.08 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W INTR( 199) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
PFEA 
3.2 
0.06 
DISS 
3.1 
0.11 
INTR 
2.3 
0.07 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
DE SC 
13.1 
0.52 
NAGG 
7.7 
0.15 
BLUR 
5.2 
0.14 
DISS 
2.8 
0.11 
SPEA H INTR SPEA 
Z: 13.7 Z: 5.6 Z: 2.1 
P: 0.99 P: 0.12 P: 0.58 
H DISS 
Z: 5.5 
P: 0.15 
H DESC 
Z: 3.1 
P: 0.26 
H NAGG 
Z: 3.0 
P: 0.08 
H CONS 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.11 
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TABLE 25 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PAUSING as the 
Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
CRITERIUM H PAUS( 75) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA W CONS SPEA 
Z: 7.6 Z: 3.1 Z: 2.1 
P: 0.95 P: 0.24 P: 0.63 
w Z: 
P: 
W 
Z: 
P: 
PAUS 
5 . 1 
0 .09 
SOLL 
2 . 8 
0 .07 
CRITERIUM W PAUS( 71) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA SPEA H PAUS H J0KI 
Z: 3.3 Z: 7.0 Z: 5.3 Z: 3.2 
P: 0.69 P: 0.90 P: 0.10 P: 0.09 
H 
Z: 
P: 
H 
Z: 
P: 
CONS 
3 . 9 
0 . 3 0 
DISS 
3 . 1 
0 .07 
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TABLE 26 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PAUSING as the 
Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H PAUS( 101) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W PAUS W BLUR SPEA 
Z: 2.0 Z: 2.3 Z: 5.6 
P: 0.06 P: 0.08 P: 0.77 
SPEA W PAUS 
Ζ: 6.0 Ζ: 2.6 
Ρ: 0.79 Ρ: 0.07 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
W 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
SPEA 
2 . 0 
0 .60 
PAUS 
2 . 0 
0 . 0 6 
W 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
W 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
J0KI 
2.5 
0 .04 
CONS 
2.5 
0 .18 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W PAUS( 108) 
LAG-2 LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA H PAUS SPEA 
Z: 3.0 Z: 2.6 Z: 8.0 
P: 0.64 P: 0.06 P: 0.89 
SPEA H PFEA H PAUS 
Z: 3.9 Z: 2.2 Z: 2.0 
P: 0.69 P: 0.06 P: 0.06 
H PAUS 
Z: 2.0 
P: 0.06 
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TABLE 27 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PAUSING as the 
Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM H PAUSC 69) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W PAUS SPEA 
Z: 4.8 Z: 6.4 
P: 0.09 P: 0.87 
SPEA W CONS W PFEA 
Z: 2.6 Z: 3.1 Z: 2.1 
P: 0.65 P: 0.20 P: 0.04 
W CONS 
Z: 2.3 
P: 0.17 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W PAUS( 71) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
SPEA H BLUR SPEA 
Z: 2.3 Z: 2.1 Z: 7.1 
P: 0.64 P: 0.11 P: 0.92 
H 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Η 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
PAUS 
4 . 8 
0 .08 
J0KI 
2 . 6 
0 .05 
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TABLE 28 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PARALINGUISTIC 
FEATURES as the Criterion (Nondistressed Couples) 
CRITERIUM H PFEA( 70) 
IiAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W SOLL SPEA SPEA W INTR 
Z: 2.1 Z: 2.6 Z: 2.4 Z: 3.0 
P: 0.06 P: 0.66 P: 0.64 P: 0.08 
W CONS 
Z: 2.9 
P: 0.23 
CRITERIUM W PFEA( 74) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H DESC H DISS H DESC H DESC 
Z: 2.3 Z: 2.1 Z: 4.4 Z: 3.0 
P: 0.29 P: 0.05 P: 0.38 P: 0.32 
SPEA 
Z: 2.1 
P: 0.61 
TABLE 29 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PARALINGUISTIC 
FEATURES as the Criterion (Distressed Couples) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM H PFEA( 115) 
LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W PAUS 
Ζ: 2.2 
Ρ: 0.06 
LAG-3 LAG-2 
CRITERIUM W PFEA( 92) 
LAG-I LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H SOLL 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
Ζ: 
Ρ: 
2 .5 
0.05 
SPEA 
2 . 3 
0 . 6 2 
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TABLE 30 
Sequential Analysis of MICS-Categories with PARALINGUISTIC 
FEATURES as the Criterion (Conflict Couples) 
CRITERIUM H PFEA( 106) 
LAG-3 LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
W DESC 
Z: 3.8 
P: 0.29 
SPEA W INTR W BLUR 
Z: 2.6 Z: 3.3 Z: 2.0 
P: 0.62 P: 0.10 P: 0.09 
W PFEA 
Z: 2.2 
P: 0.04 
W BLUR 
Z: 2.0 
P: 0.09 
LAG-3 
CRITERIUM W PFEA( 64) 
LAG-2 LAG-1 LAG 1 LAG 2 LAG 3 
H PAUS H PFEA 
Ζ: 2.1 Ζ: 2.2 
Ρ: 0.05 Ρ: 0.06 
— 248 --
APPENDIX L: TABLES FOR SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS. 
TABLE 1 
Local Peaks in Frequency of the MICS-Categories 
for All Couples, the Nondistressed Couples, and 
the Conflict Couples 
MICS-Category All ND DD CF 
PHASE I 
Joking 
Consenting 
Describing 
Contributing 
Blurping 
Dissenting 
Nagging 
Interrupting 
Paus ing 
PHASE II 
Joking 
Consenting 
Describing 
Contributing 
Blurping 
Dissenting 
Nagging 
Interrupting 
Pausing 
PHASE III 
Joking 
Consenting 
Describing 
Contributing 
Blurping 
Dissenting 
Nagging 
Interrupting 
Pausing 
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0. 
1. 
1. 
Ί . 
0, 
0, 
Ί . 
•1. 
•1. 
.3b 
.41 
.40 
.31 
.58 
.85 
.38 
.41 
.19 
- Ü . 
1, 
0. 
- 1 . 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
- 1 
. 8 / 
,36 
.54 
.13 
.19 
.38 
.05 
.36 
.38 
Ί . 
0, 
0, 
0. 
0. 
0. 
1. 
1 
•0. 
.Τλ 
.92 
.71 
.14 
.46 
.85 
.32 
.34 
31 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
- 1 , 
-0. 
.30 
.40 
.40 
.13 
.04 
.08 
.38 
.40 
.71 
0. 
0 
0 
1. 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
.31 
.69 
.51 
.12 
.83 
.40 
.43 
.81 
.07 
1.40 
-1.02 
0.86 
-0.18 
-0.06 
0.96 
0.30 
1.03 
0.40 
0 
0. 
-0 
1 
-0 
0 
-1 
0 
-1 
.00 
.48 
.71 
.15 
.93 
.55 
.09 
.27 
.04 
0. 
-0, 
-0. 
1. 
0. 
-0 
0. 
0 
-0 
.16 
.56 
.51 
.30 
.31 
.25 
.43 
.89 
.71 
1. 
0. 
0, 
0. 
1. 
•0. 
0, 
0. 
1. 
.04 
.72 
.89 
.19 
.41 
.56 
.95 
.63 
.26 
-0.52 
-0.34 
-1.40 
1.30 
1.25 
0.41 
-1.35 
0.33 
0.97 
.22 
.39 
.41 
.29 
.39 
.40 
.23 
.07 
.35 
1. 
-0, 
- 1 . 
0. 
- 1 . 
1. 
0, 
0. 
1. 
.14 
.84 
.89 
.17 
.35 
.33 
.95 
.51 
.41 
TABLE 2 
Sequential Analysis of the 10 MICS-Categories as the Criterion 
and Consequent Affect as the Behavior 
MICS Delivered by Spouse is the (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Affect Affect Affect 
Nondistressed Couples 
CONSENTING 0 (++) 0 (-) 0 (-) 
DISSENTING — (--) — (-) ++ (++) 
NAGGING 0 (--) - (++) ++ (++) 
JOKING ++ (++) -- (--) 0 (--) 
CONTRIBUTING 0 (++) ++(--) -- (++) 
DESCRIBING 0 (0) ++ (0) -- (-) 
BLURPING 0 (--) ++ (++) -- (++) 
INTERRUPTING ++(--) -- (+) ++ (++) 
PAUSING --(--) ++ (+) + (++) 
PARAL.FEATURES -- (--) ++ (++) ++ (0) 
Distressed Couples 
CONSENTING 
DISSENTING 
NAGGING 
JOKING 
CONTRIBUTING 
DESCRIBING 
BLURPING 
INTERRUPTING 
PAUSING 
PARAL.FEATURES 
0 
0 
--
•H-
0 
0 
+ 
-
--
--
(--) 
(--) 
(++) 
(++) 
(--) 
(+) 
(+) 
(-) 
(++) 
(--) 
0 
0 
0 
--
++ 
0 
--
0 
-
0 
(++) 
(--) 
(--) 
(--) 
(--) 
(0) 
(--) 
(-) 
(0) 
(0) 
о (-) 
0 (++) 
++ (++) 
-- (--) 
- (-H-) 
о (-) 
+ (+) 
0 (++) 
+4- (+) 
0 (+) 
Conflict Couples 
CONSENTING 
DISSENTING 
NAGGING 
JOKING 
CONTRIBUTING 
DESCRIBING 
BLURPING 
INTERRUPTING 
PAUSING 
PARAL.FEATURES 
. 
0 
--
++ 
0 
0 
0 
— 
++ 
--
(-H-) 
(0) 
(--) 
(-H-) 
(--) 
(-) 
(++) 
(-) 
(--) 
(0) 
++ 
--
--
--
--
++ 
0 
0 
0 
++ 
(+*) 
(--) 
(--) 
(--) 
(--) 
(++) 
(-) 
(0) 
(+) 
(-) 
- (--) 
++ (++) 
++ (++) 
-- (--) 
++ (4+) 
-- (-) 
о (--) 
++ (0) 
- (+) 
0 (+) 
+ = a positive, significant z-score 
++ = a highly positive, significant z-score (p<.01) 
0 = no significant z-score 
- = a negative, significant z-score 
— = a highly negative, significant z-score 
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APPENDIX M: TABLES FOR RECIPROCITY. 
TABLE 1 
Results of Sequential Analyses of Affect/Affect with Nonverbal 
Behavior of the Speaker as the Criterion 
Affect of Nonverbal Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Nondistressed 
Positive ++ (-H-) ++ (++) + (0) 
Neutral ++ (0) ++ (++) ++ (+) 
Negative -- (0) + (--) ++ (+) 
Distressed 
Positive -H-(-H-) -H- (-H-) 0 (0) 
Neutral -H- (++) 0 (0) ++ (++) 
Negative ++ (++) ++ (++) ++ (++) 
Conflict - -
Positive ++ (-H-) -- (+) -- (--) 
Neutral + (--) ++ (++) ++ (++) 
Negative -- (--) ++ (++) ++ (++) 
TABLE 2 
Results of Sequential Analyses of MICS/Affect with Verbal 
Behavior (MICS) of the Speaker as the Criterion 
MICS Delivered by Nonverbal Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Nondistressed 
MICS Positive 0 (++) 0 (-) 0 (-) 
MICS Neutral 0 (0) + (0) - (0) 
MICS Negative --(--) 0 (+) ++ (++) 
Distressed 
MICS Positive ++ (0) 0 (++) - (--) 
MICS Neutral 0 (+) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
MICS Negative - (-) 0 (--) 0 (-) 
Conflict -
MICS Positive ++ (++) + (+) -- (--) 
MICS Neutral 0 (0) + (0) -- (--) 
MICS Negative 0 (-) — (-) ++ (++) 
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TABLE 3 
Results of Sequential Analyses of Affect/MICS with Nonverbal 
Behavior (Affect) of the Speaker as the Criterion 
Affect Delivered by Verbal (MICS) Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Nondistressed 
Affect 
Affect 
Affect 
Distressed 
Affect 
Affect 
Affect 
Conflict 
Affect 
Affect 
Affect 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
++ 
--
--
0 
++ 
--
++ 
0 
--
(0) 
(--) 
(0) 
(++) 
(0) 
(0) 
(++) 
(0) 
(--) 
0 
0 
0 
-H-
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(0) 
(++) 
(--) 
(0) 
(0) 
(0) 
(0) 
(++) 
(--) 
-- (0) 
0 (0) 
++ (++) 
-- (--) 
-- (0) 
++ (0) 
-- (--) 
о (--) 
++ (++) 
TABLE 4 
Results of Sequential Analyses of MICS/MICS with Verbal 
Behavior (MICS) of the Speaker as the Criterion 
MICS Delivered by Verbal Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Nondistressed 
MICS 
MICS 
MICS 
Distressed 
MICS 
MICS 
MICS 
Conflict 
MICS 
MICS 
MICS 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
--
++ 
--
0 
++ 
--
0 
-H-
--
(--) 
(++) 
(--) 
(0) 
(++) 
(--) 
(0) 
(++) 
(--) 
++ 
--
0 
++ 
--
0 
++ 
--
0 
(++) 
(--) 
(++) 
(++) 
(--) 
(0) 
(++) 
(--) 
(--) 
-- (0) 
0 (0) 
-H- (0) 
0 (0) 
-- (--) 
++ (++) 
-- (0) 
о (--) 
++ (++) 
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APPENDIX Ν: THE POINT-GRAPHS 
Distribution of Nondistressed (ND), Conflict (CF), and 
Distressed (DD) couples over the Six Groups of Graphs 
ND-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 CF-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 DD-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
χ 
Α  χ χ χ χ 
В x x 
С x x x 
D χ 
E 
F 
X X X 
X X X χ 
χ χ χ χ χ χ 
χ χ χ 
Α = Extremely Positive 
В = Mildly Positive 
С = Neutral-Positive 
D = Neutral-Negative 
E = Mildly Negative 
F = Extremely Negative 
Only those graphs are presented that were not used for illustrative purposes 
in Chapter VII. For these graphs the reader is referred to pages 97-100. 
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APPENDIX 0: TABLES FOR THE COMMENTING TASK. 
TABLE 1 
Summary of the Impact Data over Face, Voice, and Body 
• ND DD CF 
- H W Sum 
H W Sum H W Sum H W Sum 
F - 15 15 30 15 14 29 7 19 26 37 48 85 
A 0 33 30 63 18 32 50 24 25 49 75 87 162 
С - 8 6 14 22 60 82 39 67 106 69 133 202 
E -- - -
Sum 56 51 107 55 106 161 70 111 181 181 268 449 
V - 4 3 7 2 4 6 1 1 2 7 8 15 
0 0 1 1 2 3 9 12 3 1 4 7 11 18 
1 3 1 4 14 11 25 13 8 21 30 20 50 
С 
E Sum 8 5 13 19 24 43 17 10 27 44 39 83 
В - 12 4 16 3 7 10 1 8 9 16 19 35 
О 0 24 15 39 37 33 70 11 21 32 72 69 141 
D 4 2 6 33 45 78 25 39 64 62 86 148 
Y -
Sum 40 21 61 73 85 158 37 68 105 150 174 324 
S - 31 22 53 20 25 45 9 28 37 60 75 135 
U 0 58 46 104 58 74 132 38 47 85 154 167 321 
M - 15 9 24 69 116 185 77 114 191 161 239 400 
Sum 104 77 181 147 215 342 124 189 313 375 481 856 
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TABLE 2 
Results of the Commenting Tasks over the Categories 
Mouth 
Eyes 
Facial 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Expression Neutral 
Laughing 
Brows 
Frowning 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Attention Positive 
Inattent 
Head 
Voice 
Relaxed 
Tension 
Fumbling 
Pointing 
Sighing 
Neutral 
Negative 
Nondisti 
Husband 
-
9 
4 
-
3 
1 
1 
2 
-
5 
1 
-
-
2 
-
1 
4 
1 
2 
5 
-
ion Positive 4 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
3 
-
2 
4 
2 
4 
1 
3 
3 
1 
-
-
3 
1 
5 
15 
3 
2 
-
-
2 
5 
-
31 
58 
15 
ressed 
Wife 
. 
9 
1 
-
2 
-
-
1 
-
6 
4 
2 
-
3 
-
-
1 
1 
4 
4 
1 
5 
6 
1 
-
-
-
3 
1 
1 
-
2 
-
-
3 
1 
1 
7 
-
3 
2 
-
-
1 
1 
22 
46 
9 
Distressed 
Husband 
1 
2 
2 
-
1 
6 
1 
-
2 
9 
2 
1 
1 
3 
4 
-
1 
1 
-
7 
3 
2 
-
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
14 
2 
7 
-
-
5 
11 
1 
17 
14 
-
3 
5 
-
5 
3 
20 
58 
69 
Wife 
1 
12 
4 
3 
4 
6 
2 
2 
8 
3 
1 
7 
-
2 
1 
-
-
1 
1 
4 
10 
4 
1 
-
-
6 
23 
4 
9 
11 
3 
-
-
-
13 
16 
2 
13 
13 
1 
3 
6 
1 
4 
10 
25 
74 
116 
Conflict 
Husband 
_ 
3 
4 
-
3 
4 
-
1 
2 
3 
5 
1 
-
3 
1 
1 
3 
4 
-
3 
5 
3 
1 
2 
-
2 
16 
1 
3 
13 
-
-
-
-
3 
8 
1 
5 
9 
-
-
3 
-
3 
5 
9 
38 
77 
Wife 
1 
3 
13 
3 
1 
6 
1 
2 
7 
4 
1 
6 
1 
1 
-
4 
2 
4 
2 
4 
13 
2 
6 
7 
1 
5 
11 
1 
1 
8 
2 
-
-
-
4 
17 
3 
13 
8 
1 
-
1 
2 
4 
13 
28 
47 
114 
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APPENDIX Ρ: TABLES WITH MOST LIKELY SEQUENCES 
TABLE 1 
Most Likely Sequences with JOKING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed Husbands 
JOKING 107 WJO WPD validation sequences 
(.12) (.25) 
WPD --- H** 
(.25) (.59) 
Nondistressed Wives 
JOKING 112 HJO --- HJO 
(.09) 
TABLE 2 
Most likely Sequences with CONSENTING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr Lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed Husbands 
CONSENTING 592 WPD --- H** --- validation sequences 
(.42) (.60) 
Nondistressed Wives 
CONSENTING 527 HPD --- W** --- validation sequences 
(.49) (.61) 
Distressed Husbands 
CONSENTING 259 WPD --- H** --- WPD --- H** --- WPD 
(.40) (.66) (.25) (.61) (.18) 
WNA --- WCO --- WCO 
(.09) (.12) (.12) 
Distressed Wives 
CONSENTING 408 HPD --- W** --- validation sequences 
(.41) (.61) 
HNA ---
(.07) 
Conflict Husbands 
CONSENTING 327 WPD --- H** --- WPD --- H** --- WPD — - H** 
(.36) (.56) (.22) (.52) (.20) (.52) 
WNA — WCO --- WCO ---
(.11) (-10) (.12) 
Conflict Wives 
CONSENTING 440 HPD --- W** --- validation sequences 
(.39) (.53) 
PD = PROBLEM DESCRIBING NA = NAGGING 
CO = CONSENTING JO = JOKING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional probabilities between brackets 
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TABLE 3 
Most Likely Sequences with PROBLEM DESCRIPTION as the Criterion 
Criterion 
Nondistressed 
DESCRIBING 
Nondistressed 
DESCRIBING 
Ncr lag 1 
Husbands 
792 
Wiv. 
855 
WCO ---
(.43) 
WIN — 
(.07) 
ss 
НСО ---
(.46) 
HIN ---
(.07) 
Distressed Husbands 
DESCRIBING 771 
Distressed Wives 
DESCRIBING 627 
Conflict Husbands 
DESCRIBING 827 
Conflict Wives 
DESCRIBING 752 
WCO ---
(.31) 
WDI ---
(.10) 
нсо ---
(.23) 
HDI ---
(.10) 
HIN ---
(.10) 
wco ---
(.32) 
WIN ---
(.13) 
WDI ---
(.08) 
HC0 ---
(.22) 
HDI ---
(.11) 
HIN ---
(.10) 
HBL ---
(.07) 
lag 2 
H** ---
(.62) 
HBL ---
(.10) 
W** ---
(.60) 
H** ---
(.62) 
W** ... 
(.63) 
H** ---
(.54) 
W** ---
(.55) 
lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
validation sequences 
validation sequences 
WCO validation sequences 
(.19) 
validation sequences 
WCO 
(.15) 
WBL ---
(.10) 
HCO validation sequences 
(.U) 
CO = CONSENTING IN = INTERRUPTING 
BL = SLURPING DI = DISSENTING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional proportions between brackets 
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TABLE 4 
Most Likely Sequences with CONTRIBUTING To a SOLUTION as the 
Criterion 
Criterion Ncr Lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed 
CONTRIBUTING 
Nondistressed 
CONTRIBUTING 
Husbands 
79 WCO — -
(.46) 
WDI — 
(.09) 
Wives 
87 HCO ---
(.39) 
Distressed Husbands 
CONTRIBUTING 76 
Distressed Wives 
CONTRIBUTING 68 
Conflict Husbands 
CONTRIBUTING 
Conflict Wives 
CONTRIBUTING 
61 
51 
WCO — 
(.17) 
WDI ---
(.09) 
HDI — 
(.13) 
HCO ---
(.10) 
w** ---
(.54) 
WCO ---
(.23) 
WDI — 
(.18) 
HCO ---
(.16) 
HDI — 
(.08) 
HIN ---
(.18) 
WCO ---
(.15) 
H** ---
(.63) 
HDI — 
(.08) 
W** — 
(.52) 
H** ---
(.60) 
(.59) 
WBL ---
(.08) 
H** ---
(.55) 
HCO — 
(.08) 
HNA — 
(.08) 
W A * ... 
(.54) 
WCO — 
(.24) 
WJO — 
(.07) 
HCO 
(.21) 
WNA ---
(.22) 
WPD ---
(.09) 
WDI ---
(.09) 
HDI ---
(.13) 
w** 
(.59) 
WCO ---
(.15) 
WDI ---
(.08) 
HDI ---
(.08) 
HNA ---
(.08) 
y** 
(.52) 
WCO ---
(.21) 
H** 
(.58) 
WPD 
(.17) 
H** 
(.55) 
WDI — 
(.08) 
WNA ---
(.08) 
H** ---
(.57) 
WCO 
(.23) 
WCO ---
(.12) 
H** 
(.57) 
CO = CONSENTING DI = DISSENTING 
NA = NAGGING IN = INTERRUPTING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional probabiliies between brackets 
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TABLE 5 
Most Likely Sequences with BLURPING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed Husbands 
BLURPING 227 WPD ---
(.38) 
WIN 
(.09) 
Nondistressed Wives 
BLURPING 116 HPD ---
(.30) 
HIN ---
(.11) 
Distressed Husbands 
BLURPING 148 
Distressed Wives 
BLURPING 144 
Conflict Husbands 
BLURPING 258 
Conflict Wives 
BLURPING 244 
WPD — 
(.30) 
WCO ---
(.11) 
WIN — 
(.11) 
HPD ---
(.34) 
HIN ---
(.12) 
HDI ---
(.08) 
WPD — 
(.36) 
WIN ---
(.10) 
WNA — 
(.09) 
HPD ---
(.40) 
HIN — 
(.11) 
HNA 
(.09) 
HBL ---
(.08) 
H** ---
(.64) 
HPD ---
(.28) 
HBL — 
(-09) 
H** — 
(.56) 
W** — 
(-52) 
H** ---
(.52) 
W** 
(.55) 
PD = PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
BL = BLURPING 
validation sequences 
HPD --- HPD 
(.26) (.24) 
W** --- HBL 
(-52) (.09) 
WPD --- H** --- WDI 
(.20) (.55) (.09) 
WCO ---
(.12) 
HPD ---
(.22) 
HDI ---
(.08) 
WPD ---
(.37) 
WNA — 
(.09) 
IN = INTERRUPTING 
DI = DISSENTING 
NA = NAGGING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Çonditonal probabilities between brackets 
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TABLE 6 
Most Likely Sequences with DISSENTING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 llag2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Nondistressed Husbands 
DISSENTING 83 HDI ---
(.08) 
WIN ---
(.07) 
Nondistressed Wives 
DISSENTING 102 W** -.-
(.59) 
HBL ---
(.08) 
Distressed Husbands 
DISSENTING 212 
Distressed Wives 
DISSENTING 211 
Conflict Wives 
DISSENTING 280 
Conflict Wives 
DISSENTING 227 
WDI ---
(.12) 
WCO ---
(.12) 
HDI ---
(.12) 
WNA ---
(.12) 
WDI — 
(.11) 
WIN ---
(.07) 
HDI ---
(.12) 
HIN ---
(.08) 
WPD ---
(.24) 
WIN ---
(.07) 
HC0 ---
(.20) 
HIN ---
(.10) 
WDI ---
(.10) 
WNA 
(.10) -
HDI ---
(.10) 
HCO — 
(.09) 
H** ... 
(.57) 
HBL --- W** --- HCO --- W** 
(.12) (.55) (.18) (.56) 
continues for some lags 
--
HDI ---
(.18) 
HNA — W** ---
(.08) (.55) 
WNA continues for lags 
(.10) 
WDI ---
(.10) 
CO = CONSENTING BL = BLURPING 
IN = INTERRUPTING DI = DISSENTING 
NA = NAGGING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional probability between brackets 
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TABLE 7 
Most Likely Sequences with NAGGING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Distressed Husbands 
NAGGING 145 
Distressed Wives 
NAGGING 202 
Conflict Husbands 
NAGGING 189 
Conflict Wives 
NAGGING 306 
WCO — 
(-27) 
WDI - — 
(.20) 
HDI ---
(.20) 
HCO —-
(.15) 
WNA ---
(.20) 
WDI ---
(.15) 
WIN ---
(.15) 
WBL — 
(.08) 
WCO ---
(.12) 
HDI — 
(.15) 
HIN ---
(.14) 
HCO ---
(.14) 
HNA ---
(.11) 
CO = CONSENTING 
NA = NAGGING 
H** — 
(.59) 
W** ... 
(.55) 
H** ---
(.55) 
W*ft ... 
(.53) 
WCO ---
(.15) 
WDI ---
(.11) 
WNA ---
(.11) 
HDI ---
(.10) 
HCO — 
(.09) 
WNA ---
(.15) 
WDI ---
(.07) 
WBL ---
(.08) 
HDI ---
(.10) 
HNA ---
(.08) 
HCO — 
(-08) 
H** 
(.58) 
W** ---
(.53) 
WCO --
(.16) 
WDI --
(.08) 
WNA --
(.10) 
HDI --
(.07) 
HNA --
(.08) 
continues for 
y** 
(.57) 
DI = DISSENTING 
HDI --
(.12) 
HNA --
(.09) 
HCO --
(.08) 
IN = INTERRUPTING 
- H** 
(.57) 
-
-
-
 W** 
(.54) 
·-
lags 
..
 w** 
(.53) 
• -
• -
BL = BLURPING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional probabilities between brackets 
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TABLE 8 
Most Likely Sequences with INTERRUPTING as the Criterion 
Criterion 
ndHIN 
ndWIN 
ddHIN 
ddWIN 
cfHIN 
cfWIN 
Ncr 
92 
112 
109 
92 
186 
199 
Lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 
HDI-- WPD validation sequences 
(.13) 
HPD ---
(.46) 
HBL ---
(.20) 
WCO ---
(.19) 
WPD ---
(.43) 
WBL ---
(.19) 
WSO ---
(.07) 
HDI ---
(.26) 
HPD ---
(.40) 
HBL — 
(.18) 
WDI ---
(.26) 
WBL ---
(.14) 
WSO ---
(.08) 
WNA ---
(.12) 
HDI ---
(.28) 
HNA ---
(.15) 
HPD ---
(.33) 
WDI ---
(.21) 
WPD ---
(.34) 
WNA ---
(.17) 
(.33) 
WCO ---
(-14) 
WIN ---
(-10) 
HCO ---
(.23) 
HPD ---
(.24) 
WCO ---
(.26) 
WPD 
(.25) 
WDI ---
(.08) 
HDI ---
(.11) 
HCO ---
(.10) 
WPD ---
(.17) 
WNA ---
(.14) 
WCO ---
(.13) 
WDI ---
(.08) 
WIN ---
(.07) 
HPD ---
(.26) 
HDI ---
(.15) 
HIN ---
(.12) 
HCO ---
(.11) 
HNA ---
(.08) 
HCO ---
(.21) 
W** ---
(.55) 
H** ---
(.61) 
HPD ---
(.22) 
H** ---
(.52) 
W** 
(.58) 
HCO ---
(.15) 
HBL ---
(.08) 
WCO --- H** -
(.14) (.58) 
WPD ---
(.18) 
WDI ---
(.08) 
Wft* 
(.57) 
lag 6 
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TABLE 9 
Most Likely Sequences with PAUSING as the Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag S lag 6 
Distressed Husbands 
PAUSING 101 HPD --- WCO --- H** --- WPD 
(.45) (.18) (.68) (.18) 
HBL ---
(.08) 
Distressed Wives 
PAUSING 108 WPD — HCO — for longer lags continued 
(.32) (.17) 
WNA ---
(.07) 
CO = CONSENTING PD = PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
BL = BLURPING NA = NAGGING 
Ncr = Frequency of the criterion behavior 
Conditional probabilities between brackets 
TABLE 10 
Most Likely Sequences with PARALINGUISTIC FEATURES as the 
Criterion 
Criterion Ncr lag 1 lag 2 lag 3 lag 4 lag 5 lag 6 
Distressed Husbands 
FEATURES 115 HPD --- WDI --- WDI --- H** --- WPD --- WPD 
(.34) (.15) (.13) (.57) (.21) (.19) 
WPD — WPD — 
(.19) (.18) 
Distressed Wives 
FEATURES 92 WNA — HD I --- W** — HDI 
(.16) (.10) (.58) (.09) 
WSO ---
(.12) 
WPD — 
(-17) 
Conflict Husbands 
FEATURES 106 HPD --- WPD --- H** — WPD ---
(.35) (.17) (.52) (.19) 
WPD — WIN — WBL — 
(.19) (.10) (.09) 
WCO — 
(.10) 
WBL — 
(.09) 
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APPENDIX Q: TABLES FOR THE GRAPHS 
+ = a positive, significant z-score 
++ = a highly positive, significant z-score (p<.01) 
0 = no significant z-score 
- = a negative, significant z-score 
-- = a highly negative, significant z-score (p<.01) 
A positive z-score indicates that the probability of the behavior is 
increased as a consequent for the criterion. 
A negative z-score indicates that the probability of the behavior is 
decreased as a consequent for the criterion. 
Blanks indicate insufficient observations of the criterion (<85) 
TABLE 1 
Results of Sequential Analyses of Affect/Affect with Nonverbal 
Behavior of the Speaker as the Criterion 
Affect of 
Spouse is 
Criterion 
Nonverbal Response of Partner 
(Wife Between Brackets) 
Positive Neutral Negative 
-- (0) 
0 (0) 
(0) 
(") 
(") 
Extremely Positive 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral (0) (0) (0) 
Negative 
Mildly Positive 
Positive ++ (++) -- (-H-
Neutral -- (--) ++ (++ 
Negative 
Neutral-Positive 
Positive ++ (++) ++ (--
Neutral -- (++) 0 (0) 
Negative ++ (--) ~ (++ 
Neutral-Negative 
Positive 0 (0) -- (++ 
Neutral ++ (-) -- (--
Negative 0 (+) ++ (++ 
Mildly Negative - --
Positive ++ (-H-) -- (0) 
Neutral - ( — ) ++ (++ 
Negative — (--) -- (— 
Extremely Negative 
Positive 
Neutral ++ (++) ++ (++ 
Negative -- (--) 0 (--
(-) 
(++) 
(") 
(") 
(") 
(++) 
(") 
(++) 
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TABLE 2 
Results of Sequential Analyses of MICS/Affect with Verbal 
Behavior of the Speaker as the Criterion 
MICS of Nonverbal Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Extremely Positive 
Positive + (0) - (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 0 (-) 0 (0) 0 (++) 
Mildly Positive 
Positive + (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) - (0) 
Negative + (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral-Positive 
Positive ++ (0) — (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral-Negative 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) - (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Mildly Negative 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (++) 0 (--) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (--) 0 (++) 
Extremely Negative 
Positive 0 (0) ++ (0) -- (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 0 (0) ++ (0) -- (0) 
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TABLE 3 
Results of Sequential Analyses of Affect/MICS with Nonverbal 
Behavior of the Speaker as the Criterion 
Affect of Verbal Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Extremely Positive 
Positive + (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral (--) (0) (0) 
Negative 
Mildly Positive 
Positive 0 (+) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 
Neutral Positive 
Positive 0 (++) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (-) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative - (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutra1-Negat ive 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Neutral 0 (0) - (0) ++ (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Mildly Negative 
Positive 0 (0) 0 (0) - (0) 
Neutral + (0) 0 (+) -- (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) -H- (0) 
Extremely Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 0 (++) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Negative 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
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TABLE 4 
Results of Sequential Analyses of MICS/MICS with Verbal 
Behavior of the Speaker as the Criterion 
MICS of Verval Response of Partner 
Spouse is (Wife Between Brackets) 
Criterion 
Positive Neutral Negative 
Extremely Positive г 
Positive - (--) ++ (0) -- (-) 
Neutral ++ (++) 0 (0) ++ (++) 
Negative -- (-) -- (--) 0 (0) 
Mildly Positive - -
Positive -- (--) -H- (++) 0 (--) 
Neutral ++ (++) --(--) ++ (++) 
Negative - (--) 0 (--) 0 (0) 
Neutral-Positive 
Positive 0 (0) ++ (-H-) 0 (--) 
Neutral -H- (-H-) 0 (++) ++ (++) 
Negative 0 (--) -- (--) 0 (++) 
Neutral-Negative 
Positive 0 (0) ++ (++) 0 (0) 
Neutral ++ (++) 0 (+) ++ (++) 
Negative 0 (0) -- (0) 0 (0) 
Mildly Negative -
Positive 0 (0) ++ (++) 0 (0) 
Neutral ++ (++) ++ (0) ++ (++) 
Negative 0 (0) -- (--) + (-H-) 
Extremely Negative 
Positive 0 (0) ++ (++) 0 (0) 
Neutral ++ (++) 0 (0) ++ (++) 
Negative - (0) -- (--) 0 (0) 
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APPENDIX R: COMPUTING THE KAPPA STATISTIC 
(GOTTMAN, 1979, pg. 103) 
We let: 
Ν = the number of thought units <smallest codable unit, 
C.S.> in a transcript or transcript segment 
η = the number of independent coders 
к = the number of code categories 
nij= the number of coders who assigned the ith thought 
unit to the jth coding category 
Then we define 
N 
Σ «ij Nn 
as the proportion of all thought units that were coded in the jth 
coding category. 
To calculate agreement on a particular coding category, we compute 
the conditional probability that if one rater assigns a thought 
unit to category j, a second rater will also. Then this condi­
tional probability averaged over thought units is given by 
N
 ,2.. 
^ n ij - Nnp. 
P j = ^ 
Nn (n - l)p. 
Under the hypothesis of no agreement beyond chance levels, this 
number should equal the unconditional probability of an assignment 
to category j, namely, ρj, and Kappa is thus given by 
K j = ! i i Z i 
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APPENDIX S: CATEGORIZATION SCHEMES OF THE MICS 
Scheme A (PATTERSON & HOPS, 1972) 
1. LEVEL I 
Problem Solving 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
2. LEVEL II 
Problem Description 
Past Solution 
3. LEVEL III (Side-Track) 
Complaint 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Scheme В (WEISS, HOPS & PATTERSON, 
SANDERS Ь WALLACE, 1976) 
VERBAL CODES 
1. PROBLEM SOLVING 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Problem Solving 
2. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
Negative Solution 
Problem Description 
Solution (Past) 
3. NEGATIVE 
Complaint 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Put Down 
4. POSITIVE 
Agree 
Approval 
Humor 
Scheme С (PATTERSON, HOPS & WEISS 
1. FACILITATING BEHAVIORS 
Accept Responsibility (-) 
Compromise 
Positive Solution 
Agree 
Approval 
Laugh 
Positive Physical Contact 
1973; LIBERMAN, LEVINE, WHEELER, 
NONVERBAL CODES 
5. POSITIVE 
Assent 
Laugh 
Positive Physical Contact 
Smile 
6. NEGATIVE 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
1975) 
2. DISRUPTING BEHAVIORS 
Criticize 
Disagree 
Complain 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Interrupt 
Not Track 
Put Down 
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Scheme D (BIRCHLER, 1972; BOELENS, et al., 1980; ROYCE & WEISS, 
1975; VINCENT, 1972; WEISS & ENGEL, 1976) 
POSITIVE SOCIAL REINFORCEMENT 
VERBAL (Positive Support) 
Agreement 
Approval 
Humor 
NONVERBAL (Positive Support) 
Assent 
Laugh 
Positive Physical Contact 
Smile 
2. NEGATIVE SOCIAL REINFORCEMENT 
VERBAL (Neg. Problem Solving) 
Complain 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Put Down 
Interrupt 
Disagree 
3. PROBLEM SOLVING (Positive Problem Solving) 
Problem Solution 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Scheme E (JACOBSON, 1977) 
NONVERBAL (Negative Support) 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
POSITIVE RESPONSES 
Problem Solution 
Compromise 
Request of Change 
Acceptance of Responsibility 
2. NEGATIVE RESPONSES 
Command 
Criticize 
Disagree 
Complain 
Put Down 
Interrupt 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Problem Description 
Scheme F (LERNER, 1973; MARGOLIN 6. WEISS, 1978) 
POSITIVE RESPONSES 
Agree 
Approval 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Humor 
Problem Solution 
Attention 
Assent 
Laugh 
Positive Physical Contact 
Smile 
2. NEGATIVE RESPONSES 
Complaint 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Put Down 
Turn Off 
-- 279 — 
Scheine G (VINCENT, FRIEDMAN, NUGENT & MESSERLY, 1979) 
1. POSITIVE PROBLEM SOLVING 
Positive Solution 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
2. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
Problem Description 
Negative Solution 
3. VERBAL NEGATIVE 
Complain 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Put Down 
4. VERBAL POSITIVE 
Agree 
Approval 
Humor 
5. NONVERBAL POSITIVE 
Assent 
Laugh 
Pos. Phys. Contact 
Attention 
6. NONVERBAL NEGATIVE 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
Scheme H (WIEDER & WEISS, 1980) 
1. PROBLEM SOLVING 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Positive Solution 
Paraphrase 
2. VERBAL POSITIVE 
Agree 
Approve 
Humor 
3. NONVERBAL POSITIVE 
Assent 
Attend 
Smile/Laugh 
Positive Physical Contact 
4. TOTAL POSITIVE 
Categories 2 and 3 
5. TOTAL POSITIVE AND 
PROBLEM SOLVING 
Categories 1, 2 and 3 
6. VERBAL NEGATIVE 
Complain 
Criticize 
Disagree 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Mindread 
Put Down 
7. NONVERBAL NEGATIVE 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
8. TOTAL NEGATIVE 
Categories 6 and 7 
Scheme I (MARGOLIN & WAMPOLD, 1981) 
1. PROBLEM SOLVING 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Problem Solution 
2. VERBAL POSITIVE 
Agree 
Approval 
Humor 
3. NONVERBAL POSITIVE 
Assent 
Physical Positive 
Smile/Laugh 
4. VERBAL NEGATIVE 
Complain 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Put Down 
5. NONVERBAL NEGATIVE 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
6. NEUTRAL 
Command 
Comply 
Disagree 
Interrupt 
Noncomply 
Negative Solution 
Problem Description 
Question 
Talk 
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Scheme J (REVENSTORF, HAHLWEG & SCHINDLER, 1979) 
1. POSITIVE REPLY 
Agree 
Approve 
Comply 
Assent 
Positive Physical Contact 
2. HUMOR 
Humor 
Laughter 
3. ATTENTION 
Attention 
* POSITIVE REACTION 
Categories 1, 2 & 3 
4. PROBLEM SOLUTION 
Accept Responsibility 
Compromise 
Positive Solution 
5. NEGATIVE COUNTERACTION 
Command 
Complain 
Criticize 
Deny Responsibility 
Excuse 
Negative Solution 
Scheme К (our scheme, decribed in Chapter IV) 
6. BLOCKING 
Put Down 
No Response 
Not Tracking 
Turn Off 
7. REJECT 
Disagree 
Noncomp1iance 
8. Interrupt 
Interrupt 
* NEGATIVE REACTION 
Categories 5, 6, 7 & 8 
9. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
Problem Description 
Question 
10. NEUTRAL REACTION 
Talk 
Normative 
11. Filler 
Filler, more than 1 
Filler, more than 2 
1. JOKING 
Laugh 
Humor 
2. CONSENTING 
Approve 
Agree 
Accept Responsibility 
Assent 
Compliance 
* POSITIVE 
Categories 1 & 2 
3. PROBLEM DESCRIBING 
Normative 
Problem Description 
Question 
4. CONTRIBUTING TO A SOLUTION 
Positive Solution 
Compromise 
Negative Solution 
5. BLURPING 
Talk 
* NEUTRAL 
Categories 3, 4 & 5 
6. DISSENTING 
Disagree 
Noncompliance 
Command 
Deny Responsibility 
7. NAGGING 
Criticize 
Complain 
Put Down 
Excuse 
8. INTERRUPTING 
Interruption 
9. PAUSING 
No Response 
* NEGATIVE 
Categories 6, 7, 8 & 9 
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SAMENVATTING 
De studie die in deze dissertatie wordt beschreven onderzocht de 
kommunikatie van echtparen als funktie van huwelijkssatisfaktie en 
'klinische' status (het al dan niet vragen om partnerrelatiethera-
pie). Dit gebeurde gedurende een gewenningsfase en een diskussie 
van huwelijksproblemen in een laboratorium-situatie. 
Therapeuten van verschillend psychotherapeutisch pluimage 
schrijven unaniem een centrale rol toe aan effektieve kommunikatie 
in het bereiken van bevredigende huwelijks- en gezinsrelaties. Zij 
hechten m.n. belang aan algemene kommunikatievaardigheden, aan 
aktief luisteren en aan kommunikatieve zend-vaardigheden. 
Onderzoekers die gebruik hebben gemaakt van zelfrappor-
tagemethoden konkluderen evenzeer dat effektieve kommunikatie kan 
worden geassocieerd met het zenden van heldere, ondubbelzinnige 
boodschappen; met aktief luisteren en aangeven dat de boodschap 
wordt gehoord; met het uiten van respekt en zorg; en met een 
juiste vertaling van wat de partner heeft bedoeld. Deze bevin-
dingen werden gerepliceerd in studies waar gebruik werd gemaakt 
van gedragsobservatie. 
Een literatuuroverzicht van deze studies waarbij verschillen in 
kommunikatie werden onderzocht tussen echtparen die een hoge 
huwelijkssatisfaktie rapporteren ('nondistressed' of HS-paren) en 
echtparen die een lage satisfaktie rapporteren ('distressed' of 
LS-paren) in een laboratoriumsituatie met behulp van gedragsobser-
vatie, rapporteert het onderscheidend vermogen van de volgende 
variabelen: niet-verbale kommunikatie in het algemeen; een nega-
tieve emotionele sfeer ('affekt'); de negatieve manier waarop het 
gedrag van de zender wordt ontvangen ('impact'); negatieve verbale 
kodes als sarkastische opmerkingen, kritiek, oneens zijn; de 
aanwezigheid van een statusgevecht; de z.g. eens/oneens-ratio; 
responsiviteit ( hm , erkenning); en de sekwentiële patronen van 
'validering' (een probleembeschrijving gevolgd door instemming) en 
'afspraken maken' (een voorstel tot een oplossing gevolgd door 
instemming). 
De in deze dissertatie beschreven studie had tot doel een 
bijdrage te leveren aan een juiste methodologie voor het onderzoek 
van feitelijke interakties van HS- en LS- paren en om 
duidelijkheid te scheppen m.b.t. de ongerepliceerde en tegen-
strijdige resultaten uit de literatuur. 
Kenmerken van deze studie zijn ondermeer: (1) het gebruik van 
een konvergente maat voor het identificeren van HS- en LS-paren, 
(2) het betrekken van de groep paren die niet binnen de hoge- of 
lage-satisfaktiegroep viel (z.g. 'konflikt'- of KF-paren), (3) 
homogeniteit van de paren m.b.t. een aantal demografische ken-
merken, (4) het toevoegen van een neutrale gewenningsfase, (5) het 
observeren gedurende een periode die aanmerkelijk langer is dan 
gebruikelijk in de literatuur, (6) een kontrole op de spanning die 
wordt opgeroepen door de experimentele situatie, (7) het verbatim 
uitschrijven van de verbale en paralinguistische kenmerken van de 
interaktie, (8) het afzonderlijk köderen van de verbale en niet-
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verbale kanalen, (9) het toepassen van zowel frekwentiële als 
sekwentiële analyse-technieken, en (10) inwinnen van informatie 
over hoe de proefpersonen het gedrag van de partner ervaarden 
tijdens het gesprek. 
Negen HS-paren, negen LS-paren en negen KF-paren namen deel aan 
het onderzoek. De volgende twee kriteria werden gehanteerd in het 
formeren van de groepen: (1) de skores van beide partners op een 
aantal huwelijkssatisfaktieschalen en (2) hun al dan niet, expli-
ciet om partnerrelatietherapie vragen. 
Video-opnames werden gemaakt van de echtparen terwijl ze praat-
ten over hun verkerïngstijd en de eerste jaren van hun huwelijk, 
en over hun op dat moment belangrijkste huwelijksproble(e)m(en). 
Het gesprek werd verbatim uitgeschreven en opgeslagen op 
computer-schijf. Observatoren werden getraind in het gebruik van 
de z.g. spreekstoornissen ('speech disturbances') en de Marital 
Interaction Coding System (MICS) voor het köderen van de verbale 
kommunikatie ('inhoud') en in het gebruik van de Affect Code (AC) 
van de Couples' Interaction Scoring System (CISS) voor het köderen 
van de niet-verbale kommunikatie ('affekt'). Geen observator 
kodeerde hetzelfde materiaal voor wat betreft inhoud en affekt. 
Zij waren bovendien niet op de hoogte van de satisfaktie-status 
van het echtpaar. 
De gegevens werden frekwentieel onderzocht ra.b.v. non-
parametrische toetsen i.v.m. het kleine aantal proefpersonen in 
iedere groep, de abnormale verdelingseigenschappen van een aantal 
variabelen en het gebrek aan homogeniteit van de varianties. Voor 
de sekwentiële analyse werd gebruik gemaakt van de 'lag' sekwen-
tiële methode (SACKETT, 1978; GOTTMAN, 1979). 
De resultaten gaven geen effekt van spanning aan als funktie 
van de satisfaktie-status. Analyses over de pauzes en spreek-tempo 
gaven aan dat de diskussie van de KF-paren het felst was en die 
van de LS-paren het matst. Verder konden de HS- en LS-paren worden 
onderscheiden m.b.v. zowel de verbale als niet-verbale kodes 
tijdens zowel de gewenningsfase als de probleemdiskussie. Hoge-
satisfaktieparen en konflikt-paren kortden zowel onderscheiden wor-
den met verbale als met niet-verbale kodes gedurende de probleem-
diskussie, maar alleen met de verbale kodes gedurende de gewen-
ningsfase. 
De negatieve verbale kodes met het sterkste onderscheidingsver-
mogen waren: kommanderen, oneens zijn, sarkasme en afwijzen van de 
verantwoordelijkheid. Vergelijkbare positieve kodes waren: 
instemmen, 'hm'-en, goedkeuren, lachen en humor. Er werden geen 
verschillen waargenomen m.b.t. de probleemoplossingskodes als 
positieve en negative oplossing en compromis. De eens/oneens-ratio 
diskrimineerde ook sterk tussen de groepen paren. Verder onder-
scheidde negatief affekt de groepen beter dan positief affekt. 
Sekwentiële analyse toonde het bestaan aan van de volgende se-
kwenties ('interacts): 'valideringssekwenties' (een probleem-
beschrijving gevolgd door instemming); 'afspraken maken' of 'kon-
traktsekwenties' (een probleemoplossing gevolgd door instemming); 
'niks ervan'- sekwenties (een probleemoplossing gevolgd door ofwel 
oneens zijn, ofwel interruptie); 'ja-hoor'-sekwenties (zeuren 
gevolgd door instemming); en 'tegenvoorstellen' (een probleem-
beschrijving gevolgd door een probleembeschrijving). Deze laatste 
sekwentie werd slechts geobserveerd in de interaktie van LS-mannen 
en KF-mannen. Interessant was het gegeven dat de reaktie op een 
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probleemoplossing duidelijk de groepen diskrimineerde, terwijl de 
frekwentie van probleemoplossen zelf dat niet deed. 
Analyses m.b.t. de inhoudskodes en konsekwent affekt toonden de 
validiteit van ons kategoriseringssysteem aan. 
We vonden slechts steun voor wederkerigheid ('reciprociteit'), 
zoals gedefinieerd door PATTERSON & REÍD (1979), bij de resultaten 
over 'simultaniteit'. Hier wordt reciprociteit geoperationaliseerd 
als de gelijktijdigheid van positief, neutraal of negatief affekt 
bij beide partners. De verschillende vormen van reciprociteit, 
gebaseerd op kontingentie, gaven onduidelijke resultaten weer. 
Wij suggereerden dan ook dat onderzoekers onderscheid dienen te 
maken in drie types van reciprociteit, n.l. gebaseerd op 
gelijktijdigheid, frekwentie en kontingentie. Feitelijk duidt dit 
op het belang van de faktor tijd. Verder dienen we in ieder type 
reciprociteit rekening te houden met het kommunikatiekanaal (ver-
baal of inhoud versus niet-verbaal of affekt) en de 'impact' van 
de verbale en niet-verbale boodschappen. 
Een hoge positieve, neutrale en negatieve reciprociteit m.b.t. 
affekt is indikatief voor hoge satisfaktie. Een algemeen negatieve 
reciprociteit (op alle types) is kenmerkend voor de konfliktparen 
en derhalve voor een felle diskussie. Hetzelfde geldt voor posi-
tieve reciprociteit op verbaal nivo. 
We vinden positieve reciprociteit voor de hoge-satisfaktieparen 
m.b.t. frekwentie en gelijktijdigheid van affekt. We vinden verder 
negatieve reciprociteit op basis van kontingentie voor zowel 
hoge-satisfaktieparen als konfliktparen. 
Analyses van de interakties gebaseerd op grafieken, waarbij de 
affektieve sfeer cumulatief is uitgezet, brachten het bestaan aan 
het licht van zes te onderscheiden stijlen. Gebaseerd op de 
eens/oneens-ratio, positief en negatief affekt en de skores op de 
huwelijkssatisfaktieschalen, konden deze stijlen geordend worden 
van positief naar negatief. Van bijzonder belang leken de twee 
niet-parallelle stijlen, de 'neutraal-positieve' en 'neutraal-
negatieve' stijl. Alle 'neutraal-positieve' vrouwen vertoonden een 
grafiek die aanmerkelijk negatiever was dan die van haar partner. 
In de 'neutraal-negatieve' stijl tendeerde een van de partners 
ernaar om neutraal te blijven, de andere partner vertoonde een 
uiterst negatieve grafiek. Implikaties voor therapie werden 
bediskussieerd. 
Analyses van het kommentaar toonden het belang van het gelaat 
aan als affektieve kanaal in kommunikatie (Ogen, Aankijken, Weg-
kijken, Blik) en de relatief negatieve indruk van 'gespannen' 
gedrag (Frunniken, Gespannen Houding) voor de LS-paren en kon-
fliktparen. De analyses toonden verder aan dat lage-
satisfaktieparen de meeste kommentaren leverden, dat mannen meer 
kommentaar leverden dan vrouwen en dat zowel LS-paren als de kon-
fliktparen veel negatiever waren dan de HS-partners. 
In de diskussie werden de resultaten samengevat en werd het 
begrip reciprociteit doorgelicht. Verder werden de volgende metho-
dologische zaken besproken: het köderen, validiteit van het 
kodeersysteem, problemen in het design van observatie-onderzoek 
bij echtparen en problemen bij sekwentiele analyse. De diskussie 
werd afgesloten met een aantal aanbevelingen voor toekomstig 
onderzoek. 
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+ + 
|378 (m) mm 
|379 (v) EN dat komt dan omdat we dan gewoon te weinig tegen 
elkaar vertellen, te weinig met elKAAR bezig zijn, 
gewoon eh 't-'t is gewoon <ZUCHT> je je zult je 
natuurlijk al heel-heel lekker moeten voelen als je 
alleen met jou zit ofzo <ZUCHT> nou dat gevoel 
dat eh ..dat heb ik gewoon niet meer zo..'t is 
gewoon over..<LACHT> 
SCHAAP & KLEIN HESSELINK (1981, p. 148)| 
+ + 

STELLINGEN 
1. Het gedrag van een persoon heeft kommunikatieve waarde in maatschappelijke 
zin wanneer het onzekerheid in het gedrag van een ander reduceert. Deze 
reduktie in onzekerheid wordt vastgesteld via het verschil tussen voor-
waardelijke en onvoorwaardelijke waarschijnlijkheden. (GOTTMAN, J.M., 
Marital Interaction: Experimental Investigations, New York, Academic 
Press, 1979) 
2. Huwelijksinteraktie — evenals kliënt-therapeut interaktie — hehoort 
zeker tot de 'certain restricted contexts' waar het type taalhandeling 
('speech act', spreekhandeling, taaldaad) niet exclusief wordt bepaald 
door de vorm en inhoud van de uitingen. (WUNDERLICH, D., Foundations of 
Linguistics, Cambridge University Press, 1979, pg. 279) 
3. Uit observatie-onderzoek kunnen we de konklusie trekken dat niet-verbale 
kommunikatie sterker hoge en lage satisfaktie-paren — in de engelstalige 
literatuur 'nondistressed' en 'distressed' genoemd — diskrimineert dan 
verbale kommunikatie; vanzelfsprekend zoals gemeten in deze studies. (Dit 
Proefschrift) 
4. De volgende (fiktieve) interaktie illustreert niet alleen de cirkulariteït 
in interpersoonlijk gedrag — ook wel het interpunktieprobleem genoemd 
(WATZLAWICK, P., BEAVIN, J. & JACKSON, D., Pragmatics of Human Communi-
cation: A Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathology, and Paradoxes, New 
York, Norton, 1967) — maar ook het gegeven dat bij mannen huwelijkssatis-
faktie meer wordt beïnvloed door instrumentele gedragingen van de partner 
en bij vrouwen meer door affektieve gedragingen (WILLS, Th.Α., WEISS, R.L. 
& PATTERSON, G.R., A Behavioral Analysis of the Determinants of Marital 
Satisfaction, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1974, 42, 6, 
802-811): 
ÎHij : waarom neem jij niet eens het initiatief bij het vrijen? i 
ï (Zij: omdat je me nooit eens gezellig knuffelt!) * 
ÎZij: waarom knuffel je me nooit eens gezellig? · 
% (Hij omdat je nooit het initiatief neemt bij het vrijen!) % 
X ad infinitum * 
5. De feministische beweging zal in ieder geval lagere skores op huwelijks-
satisfaktieschalen en een toenemende vraag naar partnerrelatietherapie tot 
gevolg hebben. (Dit Proefschrift) 
6. 'Nondistressed' paren zouden wellicht beter 'pre-' of 'post-conflict' 
genoemd kunnen worden. (Dit Proefschrift) 
7. Verbale probleemoplossende gedragingen (positieve oplossingen, negatieve 
oplossingen en compromisvoorstellen) diskrimineren hoge en lage satisfaktie-
paren ('nondistressed' en 'distressed') niet; de verbale reakties van de 
partner op deze gedragingen doen dat wel. (Dit Proefschrift) 
8. Het verdient aanbeveling om tijdens de taxatie-fase van een partner-
relatietherapie de interaktie van de partners te observeren in zowel een 
lage als een hoge konfliktsituatie. De prognose voor het slagen van de 
therapie is waarschijnlijk gunstiger naarmate het niet-verbale gedrag 
(zoals gemeten met de Affect Code) minder negatief is in de lage dan in 
de hoge konfliktsituatie. (Dit Proefschrift) 
9. Available evidence, scientific and personal integrity, and the pressing 
need for fresh avenues to fruitful research in psychotherapy, warrant 
acknowledgment that the modest successes of a therapeutic undertaking 
are rooted in the placebogenic sphere created by 'being-in-therapy' and 
not in what therapists think they are doing — less still in their 
narcissistic, self-induced delusions of omnipotence and omniscience 
or even their good intentions. (NAWAS, M.M., Lezing voor studenten 
klinische psychologie, Nijmegen, 1977) 
10. De effektiviteit van leertherapie — het zelf in therapie zijn of zijn 
geweest van de therapeut — moet nog worden aangetoond. (DURLAK, J.A., 
Comparative Effectiveness of Paraprofessional and Professional Helpers, 
Psychological Bulletin, 1979, 86, 80-92) 
11. Er bestaat grote overeenkomst tussen de praktijk van psychotherapeuten, 
magnetiseurs en medicijnmannen; evenals trouwens tussen hun respektieve-
lijke succespercentages. (NAWAS, M.M., PLUK, P. & WOJCIECHOWSKI, F., 
Healing Practices: An Annotated Bibliography of Non-Western Tribal 
Healing Practices, and a Speculative Essay on the Non-Specific Common 
Elements in the Therapeutic Situation Across Cultures, Internal Report 
80 KL OS, Vakgroep Klinische Psychologie, Nijmegen, 1980) 
12. De relatief hoge uitval ('drop-out') van kliënten in psychotherapie uit 
de lagere sociale klasse is voornamelijk te wijten aan een onkunde — 
en misschien zelfs wel onwil — bij therapeuten om zich aan te passen 
aan de verwachtingen en interaktiestijl van deze personen. (HOUBEN, Α., 
Lagere Sociale Klasse en Psychotherapeutische Hulpverlening, Doktoraal-
skriptie, Vakgroep Klinische Psychologie, Nijmegen, 1979) 
13. Methodologisch gesproken ideaal psychotherapie-onderzoek (т.п. 'effekt'-
onderzoek) en klinisch gesproken ideale therapie zijn niet te kombineren. 
IA. Stenen hebben geen pijn. (MAAS, J.R.M., Stenen hebben pijn, Amsterdam, 
Uitgeverij Contact, 1975) 
CAS SCHAAP 
Сотшпіcation and Adjustment in Marriage 
Lisse, Swets & Zeitlinger, 1982 
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